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| Lately Publiſhed: 
By the Reverend Mr. TWEI. LS. 


Vindication of the Goſpe lof st. Matthew, againſt a ts 
. Tract, entituled, A Diſſertation or Inquiry con 
ing the Canonical Authority of the Goſpel according to 
Matthew, Price 15. 6d, And alſo, 

A Supplement to the Vindication, in which is particu- 
larly conſidered, The Argument advanced in the ſaid Diſ- 


ſertation, againſt the preſent Canon of the New Teſtament, _ 
| from the pretended Number, Antiquity and Reception of 


Forgeries, under Apoſtolical Names, amorig the immediate 
Succeſſors of the Apoſtles. Price 1s. 

A Reply to the Defence of the Diſſertation or Inquiry 
concerning the Goſpel according to St, Matthew; wherein 
is ſhewn, that the Author has left the ſaid Diſſertation or 
Inquiry, in many Inſtances, without Defence; and that he 
has effetually defended it in none. Wherein alſo, the fur- 
ther Reflections in the ſaid Defence, on the Biſhop of Lon- 
don's Third Paſtoral Letter, are examined and anſwered, 

. 

A Critical Examination of the late New Text and Verſion 
of the New Teſtament in Greet and Engliſb; where the E- 
ditor's corrupt Text, falſe Verſion, and fallacious Notes are 
detected and cenſured ; his Cavils-againſt the Canon of the 
New Teſtament are refated ; the Blunders and Iniquities of 
his various Readings are ex poſed ; z and Juſtice in particular 
is done to the famous Text of i Jobn v. 7, againſt his par- 
tial Repreſentation of that Matter. To which is added, 

A Defence of the Divine Authority of the Book of R. 
velations, againſt the Editor of the New Teſtament; and the 
Autbor of "the Diſcourſe Hiſtorical and Critical on the Re- 
velations aſcribed to St. ohn; wherein particularly the Cha- 
rafters of many eminent Fathers are vindicated againſt the 
Calumnies of the Writers aforementioned. In Three Parts. 
Price 25. each. 
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St Matt bers GOSPEL: 


In which is den, 
That inſtead of being, what the 77 Fs calls it, 


(4 FULL ANSWER e ALL that has been offered in 
ITX Tradl, in Vindication of the ſaid Goſpel,) 


Tt contains not a fingle Argument upon what is offered in 
One of theſe TraQs, and often paſſes over what is moſt 
material in the other Two; 


That the Author neither juſtifies nor retracts the numerous Falhoods | 
charged on his DissexTAT3oNn and FirsT DeFEnce: and Laſtly, 


That what he has advanced on the Subjee, more than before, is either 
ae or 2 
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Printed for R. Gos LIN d, at the Mitre and Crown 
againſt Feier- Lane in Fleet-Strect, Mpccxxxv. 


A SECOND 


'VINDICATION 
Of the GOSPEL of 


St. MATTHEW. 


EAR two Years had paſſed, ſince the 
e Vidicator of the Goſpel of St. Mat- 
BY 2 thew, againſt the Liſſertation or In- 
2. « quiry concerning that Goſpel, pub- 
er liſhed a Reply to the Defence of the 
ſaid Diſſertation, when the Author of the Diſſer- 
tation came out with a ſecond Defence. Why 
he defer'd doing Juſtice to himſelf and his Cauſe, 


till both were almoſt forgotten, he hath not 
B = thought 


thought fit to tell us. However, if it ſhall ap- 


pear, that the ec Defence is written with 


more Temper, Candor and Judgment than the 
firſt, the World will not only excuſe, but thank 
bim for taking Time to cool and be more exact 
than formerly, on a ſerious and important Sub- 
ject. But his very Introduction convinces us, 
that this extraordinary Delay has not produ- 
ced any ſuch Effects. For it is full of Ran- 
cour againſt the whole Body of Chriſtians, both 
Clergy and Laity. The former he ſpeaks of as 
Men agitated by the Fury of a e de ok 
and whoſe Hands are with Difficulty reſtrain d from 
Blood: The latter as Bigots, Enthuſiaſts and Beaſts 
of the People. And yet the Good Man complains 
at the ſame Time, of being branded with oppro- 
 brious and uncharitable Terms. 1 
Our Author 1/7 Def. p. 7. ſaid, it was very 
well known under whoſe Inſtruction the Vindi- 
cator wrote, and accordingly he oft upbraided 
him with his Aſſiſtants, Adjutants and Friends, 
The Vindicator, on the other hand, denies all 
Inſtructions and ſpecial Directions, and affirms, 
he had no help in drawing up the Vindication, 
and at the ſame Time calls upon the Defender to 
explain upon that Subject. The World had the 
more Reaſon to believe the Vindicators Profeſſions ; 
becauſe they concerned a Point, wherein he could 
not falſify, without bringing on himſelf the Scorn 
and Reſentments of thoſe, whoſe Aſſiſtance, by 
0 doing, he muſt unjuſtly and ungratefully have 
_diſclaim'd. And yer, p. 6* of 2 Defence, the 
Story is told over again, That the Vindication 
and Supplement came out indeed under the 
We” : « Name 


4 ad 4 FR 


. 88 5 8 . 
1" Name of Mr. Twells: but as the Author of 

_ the Diſſertation was credibly inform'd, under 
e the Inſtruction of the Biſhop of London, a cer- 
© tain learned Layman, Sc. Upon this name- 
leſs Authority and againſt the Vindicator's politive 
Denial, the Thing is {till taken for granted, and 
Reflections on this Score abound throughout the 
Defender's laſt Book, but more particularly Pages 
13, 14; in which there is a Run of ſuch diſin- 
genuous and ſtupid Raillery, as every Man of 
Senſe and good Nature muſt have read with In- 
dignation. My Adverſary's Perſeverance in a Mi- 
ſtake of ſo little Conſequence to the World or the 
Matter in Debate, will probably induce many to 
ſuſpect, that the whole was an Invention of his 
own, a low Artifice to raiſe the Credit of the Di/- 
ſertation. The Man had the Vanity to expect, 
chat a great and learned Prelate would meer him 
in the Field of Controverſy; and was loth the 
World ſhould believe, that he found there only a 
Vicar, * a Species of Men, of whom he expreſles 
the utmoſt Contempt; nay, a Country Vicar, and 
what is ftill more mortifying, a Country Vicar up- 
on a Þ little Vicarage: To make therefore the Op- 
poſition more conſiderable, he has contrived an 
Alliance againſt himſelf in this Paper-War, con- 
fiſting of the Biſhop, a certain learned Layman 
and others, concerning whom he leaves us un- 
der the utmoſt Uncertainty. But I aſk my Rea- 


* See. Firſt Defence, p. 3. 
+ See Firſt Defence, p. 5. 
+ See Second Defence, p. 13. 
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der's Pardon for troubling him about fo trifling a 
Queſtion, as whether the Vindicator wrote with - 
or without Aſſiſtance. It may however leſſen 
his Wonder at the Perverſeneſs of the Defenders 
Conduct in ſome Parts of the preſent Diſpute. . 
For who can be ſurprized at his ſtanding out a- 
gainſt all proper Evidence from dead and ancient 
Writers, who ſees how, to ſerve a Turn, he per- 
ſeveres in a Falſhood againſt a living Teſtimony, 
which carries its own Verification along with it. 
Among other Things, the Vindicator is com- 
plained of, 20 Defence p. 10, for ſpinning out his 
Argument into three long Tracts, which, the 
Defender thinks, might have been comprized i in 
as few Words, as the Diſſertation and its Defence. 
As if the /onge/t Reply, which contains only fair 
and pertinent Allegations, was ever too tong: Or 
the ſhorteſt Defence, otherwiſe managed, was ever 
ſhort enough. Beſides, our Author, by boaſting 
of the Shortneſs of his Defence, hen unluckily re- 
vived our Remembrance, that this Circumſtance 
was owing in a pot Meaſure to his having drop- 
ped Ten out of the Twenty: ſix Objections brought 
againſt St. Matthew's Goſpel, and which he had 
undertaken to make good, beſides Fifteen falſe 
Facts and Miſrepreſentations. And ſure Conciſe- 
neſs, through ſuch Management, was an Advan- 
tage not worth the Mention. On this ſame Ac- 
count it had been better, if the 24 Defence alſo 
had been longer than it is. For whereas the Ti- 
_ tle promiſes a full Anſwer to the Three Tracts, 
it is ſadly defective with regard to the Vindica- 
lion and Reply, and penn but Nine Lines upon 
the 


* 5 ) 
the Supplement, (2 Def. p. 13.) and thoſe are 
taken up, not with refuting, but abufing an Argu- 
ment therein advanced. Th 
P. 15, the Defender thinks it Time to conſi- 
der “ what the Vindicator has offered for the Ge- 
„ nvineneſs and Divine Authority of our Firſt 
6 Goſpel, and that briefly and abſtractedly from 
the many trivial Incidents he amuſes his Rea- 
« der with, and thoſe mean Pedantick Reflections 
« upon Grammatical Faults and Errors of the 
* Preſs and Inaccuracy of Expreſſion with which 
he buſies himſelf maliciouſly and i impertinent- 
4 by,” Sc. What he means by trivial Incidents, 
he does not explain. But, as no Incidents are ta- 
ken into the Diſpute, ſave what the Diſſertation 
and Defence led us into; If They be trivial, the 
Reader knows where the Blame is due. True it 
Is, that the Diſertator committed ſeveral grie- 
vous Miſtakes and made many Objections fo 
weak, that he was aſhamed of them himſelf; 
and therefore in his Firſt Defence, to borrow his 
own Expreſſion, he wrote 46ſtractediy from theſe 
Things, or paſſed them over in utter Silence. Ar 
the ſame time he was guilty of many new Frauds 
and Falſhoods, which the Vindicater 3 in the Re- 
ply, maliciouſly and impertinently buſied himſelf 
about; and I fear we ſhall find that the frivial 
Incidents of this Kind are generally paſſed over 
without Notice in the Second Defence. As for 
Grammatical Faults and Inaccurate Expreſſions, 
they occurred too oft for any other than curſory 
Obſervation. Though I ſee no Hurt if ſuch 
Things had been inſiſted on more fully and fre- 
quently than they are. For when a Man, who 
R cannot 


n 
cannot write good Engl ub, ſhall meddle in tear | 
ned Controverſies, I do not think an Adverſa | 
bound to keep. the Secret of his Impertinence 25 
Tnability. | 
And now we are come to che Objections them- 
ſelves: The Firſt of which in the Diſſertation, 
p. 28, 29, ſtood thus, © The Title of the Goſpel 
« according to St. Matthew, does by no means 
« imply, that Matthew himſelf was the Writer, 
but rather according to his teaching or preach- 
« ing. The Titles were not affixed to the 
= « Golpels, by the Writers themſelves, but by 
« others long after, who might ſet the Titles on 
ce purpole to deceive, as many did in the early 
Days of Chriſtianity.” The Vindicator, p. 29 
anſwered to this Effet, © That indeed the 
ce preciſe Date of thoſe Titles could not be fixed, 
&« tho' probably they were as ancient as the Col- 
election of thoſe Goſpels, and moſt certainly 
ce as old as Ireneus and Clemens Alexandrinus: 
te The former of which gives them their pre- 
« ſent Titles Anno 176, the latter Anno 190; 
ce that thoſe Fathers underſtood thoſe Titles to 
imply, that they were penn'd by the Apoſtles 
« and Evangeliſts reſpectively named therein; 
« that the Conſtruction ordinarily put upon thoſe 
Titles and objected to by the Diſſertator, were 
« juſtifiable from Authorities Eccleſiaſtical and 
« profane; Laſtly, That the great Antiquity of 
£ thoſe Titles ſtrongly proved their Genuineneſs.“ 
The Firſt Defence drops the principal Part of 
this Objection, viz. That the preſent Title of Mat- 


c 


* 


thew's Goſpel does by no Conſtruction imply it to | 


have been! written 91 that Apoſite. He only denies 
what 


(7) 


what is not contended for, that the Fathers a- 
bove mentioned knew the Author of the Goſpel, 
in Debate, with [abſolute] Certainty, and ſeems 


to conclude, that their Teſtimony is no Proof of 
the Point in Hand, becauſe it is not a certain 


| Proof of it. The Second Defence. p. 15, 10, 
Inſtead of ſupporting this firſt Objection, gives 


up the main of it, or rather contradicts it, al- 
lowing that the Titles prefixed to the Goſpels i im- 


pore that the Evangeliſts therein named were the 


enmen of their reſpective Goſpels. Remarka- 


ble! that the very firſt Thing offered in the 


Defence of the Differtation ſhould contradict it 
directly and in Terms! That the firſt of our Au- 
thors full Anſwers, promiſed in the Title Page, 
ſhould, inſtead of a Confutation turn out a Con- 
ceſſion ! The reſt of the Vindicator's Anſwer is 


|  Jeſted off thus, The Dzſſertator and the De- 
fender both admit, that the Goſpel of St. Mat- 


« fhew had the * Title it now bears, in the 


Days of Jrenæus and Clemens Alexandrinus, 


« both ſuppoſing that Goſpel to have been an 
« Impoſture of the ſecond Age.” The Imper- 
tinence of this Anſwer is too viſible to need ex- 
poſing: But the Falſhood of Part thereof may re- 
quire, as it certainly deſerves, to be detected. We 
grant then that the Defender ſuppoſes our firſt 
Goſpel to have been an Impoſture of the ſecond 
Age: But for the Diſſertator, he ſuppoſes the 


direct contrary. In Proof of which turn to D 
ſertation p. 3 1. where he aſſerts, that the Goſpel 


now aſcribed to St. Matthew, bore Fs Titles 
and Names in the very fir/t Age of of Cbriſtianity. 
Could the Diſſertator then ſuppoſe, at the fame 


Time, 
a 
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Time, that this ſame Goſpel was an Inpoſture 
the ſecond Age? No, moſt evidently. But 
tis fo long ſince the Defender was the Diſſertator 


that he ſeems to have forgot his guondam Prin- 
ciples. 5 = a 
Objection the Second, p. 31. of Dsſſertation, 

That our Goſpel of St. Matthew bore many 
« other different Titles and Names in the very 


« firſt Age of Chriſtianity. Of this Sort the Au- 


thor reckons up Ten. From which he concludes, 
« that the Antients were utterly at a Loſs to 


« whom to aſcribe this Goſpel.” The Vindi- 
cator in Reply to this, complains, that not a 


ſingle Voucher had been produced for ſo extra- 


ordinary an Aſſertion: However he examines the 
Titles ſeparately, and upon the whole proves, 


that not one of the entire Number belonged to 
St. Matthew's Goſpel in the very firſt Age of 
Chriſtianity. Vind. p. 31. Sc. The Defender 
made ſenſible of his Miſtake, but unwilling to 


own it, flips upon the Reader a new State of the 


Ob ection p. 24, 25. and inſtead of the very firſt. 


Age of Chriſtianity, ſpeaks only of what was done 
_ antiently and in the Primitive Church. And at 
laſt, this Primitive Church, as the Reply com- 


plains p. 45. means nothing earlier than the lat- 
ter Part of the fourth Century, before which the 


Defender produces no direct Evidence, that Mat- 


thew's Goſpel bore any different Titles. And 


then Epiphanius and Jerom ſay, that the Goſpel 


according to the Hebrews, or, as it was alſo called, 


that of the Nazarenes; of the Ebionites, and of | 


the rrwelve Apoſtles was deemed by moſt to be the 
Goſpel according to Matthew, After them he 
pretends 


9 


pretends to prove Theodoret ſpake of it under 

the Name of Peter. But for the five remaining 
Names, the Defender's only Authorities are San- 
dius in the laſt Age and Mr. Jones in this. 
And neithet of theſe ſpeak aſſuredly of the thing: 
the Former only ſaying, that it is not unlikely, the 


Latter that it ſeems ſo. From whence the Reply 
concludes, that ſuch late Authorities (as Ferom 


and Epiphanius) and modern Conjectures (of San- 
dius and Jones) are no Balance for the Teſtimonies 


of the Fathers, who in the Second, Third, and 


earlieſt Part of the Fourth Century attribute this 
Goſpel to St. Matthew only. Now let us attend to 
2 Defence; in which our Author, with amazing 
Confidence, ſhams once more the new State of 


the Objection upon us, repeats the old Ambiguity 


of the Primitive Ages, in which the Goſpel ac- 


cording to St. Matthew went under Ten other 
different Names; bears us down © that the Vin- 


« dicator had nothing pertinently to alledge, be- 


<« ing entirely ignorant of this Matter, till appri- 
* zed of it by the Defender, and therefore was 


e content to reſt it upon this Event, that the Dz/- 


e ſertator had no Vouchers in ſupport of his Ob- 
« jection: but that the Defender ſoon let him 


4 know that he had Vouchers, to Two only of 
« whom the Vindicator made Exception, and 


« that upon the account of their being modern.” 


This is the Subſtance of what we find in the 20 
Defence relating to the preſent Objection: which 
how falſe and fallacious it is, will appear to any 
one that will be at the Pains of comparing it with 
the preceding Account, or will look into the Vin- 


dication and Reply, Only the Reader may pleaſe 


C to 


pn {207 
to obſerve; that the ft Defence admits P. 27, 
that the Diſſertator brought no Vouchers to the 
Matter of this Objection, and pretends that they 
were omitted, in pure Tenderneſi to the Goſpel in 
Queſtion; the ſecond Defence alſo, as above, allows 
the ſame; and yet in this very 24 Defence p. 7, we 
are told the direct contrary, vig. © that the Diſſer- 
e fator as well as the Defender have evinced, from 
c the beſt and moſt unexceptionable Authorities, 
ce that our Firſt Goſpel went under at leaſt Ten o- 
ec ther different Names beſides that of St. Mat- 
« thew,” The Defender may call this only a trivial 
Incident, but other People will account it a down- 
rigbt Contradiction; unleſs he has the Secret of 
proving, that there may be Authorities where it 
is confeſſed there is not a ſingle Voucher. 
Objection the 30 (and of thoſe rais'd from the 
Internals of St. Matthew's Goſpel the 1*) is in 
theſe Words of the Dsſſertation, p. 30, * If the 
Evangeliſt had been the Apoſtle, he would 
« have ſpoke of himſelf with ſome Note of Di- 
« ſtinction and in the Firſt Perſon not in the 
« Third. This Objection, we ſee is built, not 
on any thing particular in St. Matthew's Caſe, but 
on common Practice, according to which the Ob- 
jeckor thought that whenever a Writer had Oc- 
caſion to mention himſelf, he would always do 
it in the fir? Perſon, not in the third. The Vin- 
dicator therefore had Reaſon to diſmiſs this Ob- 
jection as frivolous, obſerving that it would hold 
equally good againſt Cz/ar's Commentaries being 
genuine, which yet were univerſally allowed to 
be his, though he ſpeaks of himſelf always in the 
third Perſon, But the Defender, 1* Def. p. 37, 


38, 


38, argues not on the Principles of the Objectar, 
but on a pretended Difference between the two 
Caſes of Cæſar and an Evangelical Hiſtorian; 
which he ſeems to have thought ſufficiently an- 
ſwered in the Reply. For in the 2* Def p. 19, 
20, he aſſigns ner Reaſons why what was proper 
in Cæſar would have been altogether improper in 
St. Matthew, without defending the od ones: E. G. 
« Ce/ar, he ſays, gives a modeſt Account of his 
ce own Actions, done upon the Stage of the World; 
«© Matthew on the contrary, himſelf an obſcure 
“ Perſon, gives an Account of certain Actions done 

„ by another in a Corner, among an obſcure Peo- 
ple, famous only for Lying and Impoſture. ” 


But what is all this to the Queſtion before us? 


We are not now diſputing whether an Evangeliſt, 
who has Occaſion to mention himſelf, does pru- 
dently at ſuch Times to ſpeak in the fhird Per- 
ſon only: but whether the Author of our Firſt 
Goſpel mentioning St. Matthew in that Manner 
muſt needs, for that Reaſon, be a different Per- 
fon from that Apoſtle, as the third Objection af- 
firms he muſt. Our Author therefore, in both his 
Defences, runs off from the Queſtion of Right, 
into that of Expediency, which is little or nothing 
to the Purpoſe. For notwithſtanding any Diffe- 
rence, of Caſe here aſſigned, the Vindicator's An- 
{wer to the third Objection will continue firm and 
impregnable. If Cæſar, who never ſpeaks of 
himſelf in the fr/# Perſon, and innumerable 
Times in the third, was yet the real Author of 
the Commentaries aſcribed to him; then 4 for- 
tori, St. Matthew, who ſpeaks twice only of him- 
ſelf and both Times in the third Perſon, may alſo 
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Sy have wrote the Goſpel which goes by his Name. 
2. E. D. Not that the Reaſons above 'affigned, 
why what was proper in Cz/ar, would have been 
; improper in St. Matthew, have any real Weight 
l in them: For how, in the Name of common Senſe, 
1 could it be properer for an ob/cure Perſon writing 
1 an Hiſtory in which himſelf bore a Part, to diſco- 
4 ver himſelf by ſome Note of Diſtinction, than it 
was for a noted Perſon under the ſame Circumſtan- 
ces to do ſo? If ſuch Diſcovery be expedient to give 
Credit to Hiſtories; then, as a famed Name would 
| much more contribute to this End than an chſcure 
1 one; ſo the concealing of that Name muſt be much 
more improper in Cz/or, than in St. Matthew, 
But ©& Cz/ar's Actions (our Author tells us) were 
done upon the Stage of the World, Matthew's 
iin a Corner, among an obſcure People famous 
e Only for Lying and Impoſture. We on the 
other hand deny the Truth of all theſe Grounds 
of Difference; as far as they affect the Subject of 
our Firſt Goſpel, affirming that they have often 
been queſtioned, and therefore ought no more to 
be produced in any Argument, till they have been 
made good. The remaining Reaſons of Diſparity 
in the two Caſes, as they lye in the 20 Defence, 
are to this Effect: Cœſar's Hiſtory carries its 
* own publick Atteſtation along with it: not fo 
St. Matthew's Goſpel, to the Heathen in any one 
« Particular. Cæſar's Account is of Facts purel | 
* natural: Matthew's of ſupernatural. The Trut 
« of Cœſar's Relations concern us not: whereas; to 33 
= * diſbelieve Matthew's will expoſe us to the Anger 
* of Heaven. Cæſar gave the World no new Law 
« * or Rule of F aith; Matos did both. But it is | 
« eſſential 
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« eſſential to the Obligation of a Law, that the Au- 


te thority of the Promulger be ſufficiently known: 
* which the Author of our Firſt Goſpel, -by con- 
te cealing his Name and conſequently his Autho- 
ce rity, has not done. Laſtly, that the Incarnation 
of the Son of God, his Life, Miracles, Death, 
«© Reſurrection and Aſcenſion into Heaven, were 
« ſuch amazing and tranſcendent Events in this 
* Firſt Goſpel, that the Author of them ought 
* to ſtand by in his own Perſon and vouch for 
the Truth of them: He ought to be pointed 
E dut to us in Capitals; nor is it fitting that ſuch a a 
_« Hiſtory, the firſt of the Kind, ſhould be uſhered 
* into the World by an anonymous Hand.“ 
Anſwer. We agree with our Author, that the 
| Reaſon of the Thing required that Matthew's Ti- 
tle to his Goſpel ſhould be better aſcertained than 
| that of Cæſar to his Commentaries: And if the 
| only Way of doing this had been for the Apoſtle 
to ſpeak in it of himſelf in the frſ# Perſon, we 
admit what he ſays to be true. But the Vindica- 
tor, p. 71, had ſhown from Church Hiſtory, that 


| this was efe&ually done in another Way; for 


which he is charged with Bigottry and Prejudice 
P. 21 of 20 Defence, but no other Remark is made 
upon it fave this: & This alone he thinks was 
*« giving ſufficient Notice to the World in all A- 
ce ges of its Divine Authority.” Tho' the Defender 
knows in his own Conſcience, that no further 
Uſe was made of that Paſſage in Euſebius, than to 
ſhew that the Genuineneſs of St. Matthew's Go- 
ſpel was better aſcertained than that of Cæſar's 
Commentaries. The ſufficient Promulgation of 
St. Matthew's Title to his Goſpel appeared alſo 

_ from 
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from the Event. * None from the Beginning for 
* fifteen ſucceſſive Centuries is found to have diſ- 
* puted his Title, fave Manes and his Followers; 
„ho would have done the ſame though the E- 
« vangeli/t had ſpoken of himſelf in the fir ff Per- 
«© ſon, as appears by his rejecting thoſe Epiſtles 
“of St. Paul, in which he fo ſpeaks of himſelf.” 
This, 2% Defence calls a moſt. notorious Blunder, 
For that © beſide the Manichees, all who appro- 

e priated to this Goſpel other Titles, than it at 
* preſent bears, as alſo the Cerdonians and Mar- 
« clonites, who rejected all the Goſpels we uſe, 
except part of Luke's only; not to mention the 
* whole Body of Jeuwiſh Chriſtians, who never 
_ <. owned our Goſpel; all theſe muſt have diſpu- 
« ted Matthew's Title to it. But here, 1/½ the 
Pindicator denies that any appropriated other Ti- 
tles to this Goſpel, than it now bears; and affirms 
that Jerom and Epiphanius, who report the Go- 
ſpel according to the Hebrews, otherwiſe called 
the Goſpel of the Ebionites and of the Nazarenes 
and of the Twelve Apoſtles, to be the Authenticum 
Matthæi, thereby rather confirmed, than diſputed 
St. Matthew's Title. 2dly. He denies the Defen- 
der's Conſequence, that all who rejected St. Mat- 
tbew's Goſpel muſt needs have diſputed his Title 
to it; it being common with the antient Here- 
ticks to reject and to alter Writings, that bore the 
Names of the Apoſtles, as the Defender could 
not but know from Reply, p. 29, and again, p. 
72. It appears therefore that a Blunder was laid 
to the Vindicator's Charge without Grounds; and 


= 


that 


Reply, 7. 71. 


at 


N = 
that v pon the whole, St. Matthew's not pointing 
himſelf out by a Note of Diſtinction, produced no 


- Doubts about the Genuineneſs of his Goſpel, and 


conſequently that he had no more Reaſon to men- 
tion himſelf in the fr/# Perſon, than Cz/ar had, 
but was at liberty to act bo — the ſame Principles - 
of Mogdeſty and Decency, which actuated other 

ſtorians to ſpeak of themſelves, when Occafion 


offers, in the Fhird Perſon only. 


| The ſecond Objection from the Internals of the 
Goſpel in Debate, Diſſert. p. 30, ſtands thus: 


St. Matthew would never have appropriated to 


« himſelf the reproachful Term of Publican, con- 


© trary to the Policy of all Authors who deſire 


cc their Works ſhould be credited.” To which 


the Vindicator made Anſwer, p. 39, that it had 
been ridiculous for St. Matthew to conceal his ha- 
ving been a Publican, who had related how freely 


our Loxp himſelf converſed with that Sort of 
Men. Reply p. 73, further obſerves, that the 
Defender ora firſt have proved that no Jew 
converted or unconverted wool ever give Credit to 


à Hiſtorian in St. Matthew's Circumſtances: And 


certainly it was incumbent on the Defender to 


ive ſuch a Proof, without which the Objection 
be had undertaken to make good, was of 10 


Force. But inſtead of this, our Author 2 Def. 


P. 22, calls upon the Vindicator for Proof, that 
the converted Jews were ever reconciled to that 
Character through the Example of our Saviour. 
I believe not (adds he). For though we find 
he once or perhaps twice converſed and eat 
* with Publicans, yet he always conſidered and 
ke * ſpoke of them in the general as great Offen- 


ders, 
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« ders, though Objects of his Mercy. „ What! 


of Publicans in St. Matthew's Circumſtances, who. 


| had abandon'd the Profeſſion? For of ſuch only 


the Vindicator ſpake, and not of ſuch as continued 
in that Calling. He had no Buſineſs therefore 
to prove that the Diſciples were ever reconciled 


to Men in the latter Circumſtances, concerning 


whom he had affirmed nothing; but only of ſuch 
as Matthew, who left the Receipt of Cuſtom and 
became our Lord's Diſciple. Againſt this Sorc 


we do not find the converted Fews had any Pre- 


judices, or that they needed any Example to recon- 
cile them to Men of that Character. It is further 


urged, Reply p. 73, as unreaſonable in St. Mat- 
theuꝰs Caſe, to ſuppoſe © that his believing Coun- 


« trymen, who notwithſtanding his paſt Chara- 
« Eter had many Years revered him in Quality of 
an Apoſtle, would afterwards on that very Ac- 
count diſcredit him as an Evangeliſt.” Or, as 
it may be put yet ſtronger, that they who liſtned 


to and believed Matthew the Publican, whilſt a 


preaching Evangeliſt, would withdraw their Aſ- 


ſent, upon his becoming a writing one. Another 


Reaſon is added, Reply p. 75, why his former 
Relation to the Cuſtom-Houſe gave no Offence to 
the Jeus, in that the Ebionites, with all their 


Jewiſh Preiudices, retained alſo this Circumſtance 
in their Goſpel. The 2d Defence paſſes over all 


this; and the Defender, p. 22, is reſolved ſtill to 
think it more than probable that this Sort of Men 
carried the Scandal of their paſt Profeſſion to the 
Grave. But from giving Proofs of this more than 


probable Notion, he wholly excuſes himſelf. 
The 


ee 05 e 
The — (he ſays p. 22) will » not " 5 
prove that Matthew declined the Profeſſion of @ 
Publican, after his Call to the Apoſtolate. Nor 
is it the V indicators Buſineſs to prove this, 
but the Defenders to prove the contrary, who as 
Opponent, is by the known Rules of Diſputation 
bound to make good his own Objection, by pro- 
ving every Propoſition denied by the Reſpondent. 
£ « We read (adds he) that ſome of the other A- 
<« poſtles followed their reſpective Callings, af- 
ter Feſus's Deceaſe, and for ought we know all 
« their Lives.” Bur then this happened during 
the Interval between Jeſuss Reſurrection and A- 
ſcenſion, when thoſe Apoſtles had little other Em- 
ployment. But it appears that afterwards, they 
were entirely engaged in the Duties of the Apoſto- 
late, which would not ſuffer thoſe who had been 
Fiſhermen even occaſionally to follow that Em- 
ployment, much leſs Mattbew to return to his 
Seat of Cuſtom, which e a conflant Atten- 
dance. 
Ihe third Objection (Diſert. p. 60, Sc.) finds 
fault with our Evangeliſt for leaving no Teſti- 
mony who he was, when, to whom, or on what Mo- 
lives or I. nformation be wrote. To which Vindic. 
p. 41.) it was replied, that © St, Matthew, accor- 
ding to Euſebius, wrote his Goſpel immediately 
« for the Uſe of his believing Countrymen; that 
« jt would therefore have been ridiculous in him 
© to have left the Tz eftimony called for to Perſons 
« who already knew it in every Particular. ” 
Wich this, which is the Main of the Vindica- 
tor's Anſwer, and which fully enervates the third 
9 our Author in 4 24 Defence meddles 
not. 


_— 


P 
not. But the Vindicator added as follows: © Eve- 
« ry Circumſtance neceſſary to beget a rational 
t Faith, in us who live at this Diſtance of Time, 
c 1s ſupplied by conſtant and uniform Tradition. 
6% We know, on good and ſufficient Grounds, 
ce who wrote the Goſpel of St. Matthew; and 
e that ſingle Circumſtance leaves us no Room to 
e doubt of his being naturally and ſupernaturally 
« enabled to tranſmit the Hiſtory of our Loxd 
ce to Poſterity, with Accuracy ſufficient to fatisfy 
<« every reaſonable Man. To which our Au- 
thor replies (20 Def. p. 24.) by denying, that Tra- 
dition for the Apoſtle Matthew's being Author of 
our Firſt Goſpel, is either conſtant or uniform. 
Firſt, he ſays it is not conſtant, becauſe great 

Numbers of primitive Chriſtians never own'd Mat- 

thew's Title to this Goſpel. But this is mere Tri- 
fling. For it is not eſſential to a conſtant Tradi- 
tion, that it ſhould commence with its Subject, 
and that the Fact ſhould be expreſsly owned by 
every ſubſequent Church-Writer, whether it fell 
in his Way or no. Sufficient it is to denominate 
a Tradition conſtant, if it begins early enough to 
deſerve Credit; and has, from ſuch Beginning, 
received no long Interruption or Intermiſſion, much 
leſs Contradiction from the Writers of the ſeveral 


Ages through which it has paſſed. And this is 


the very Caſe before us. Many in the Second, 
Third and following Centuries have aſſerted St. 
Matthew's Title to our Firſt Goſpel; and not one 

primicve Chriſtian, orthodox or heretical, has 
pretended to any contrary Tradition. For Manes 
(who wrote Anno 277.) oppoſed the Genuineneſs 
of this and the other New Teſtament Books, not 
5 | : | al 
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at all from hiſtorical Evidence, but chiefly on the 
Strength of a pretended Revelation from his Pa- 
raclet, that they were not the Works of Apoſtles, but 
written by others in their Names x. Secondly, A. 
gainſt the Uniformity of Tradition for the ſame 
Fact the Defender pleads that Chriſtians were 
s in nothing more divided than in relation to the 
true Compoſer of the diſputed Goſpel, as is e- 
„ vident by the ſeveral Titles it bore. in the pri- 
« mitive Church. But i, we ſay that this 
Goſpel was never preſumed to bear any other 
than its preſent Title, cill the latter part of the 
Fourth Century: which in Points unknown to 
the preceding and better Ages, would be moſt 
abſurdly called the primitive Church. Secondly, 
It does not appear, that the Chriſtians of Ferom's 
and Epiphanius's Days, who miſtook the Naza- 
rene Goſpel for the Hebrew of St. Matthew, did 
at all diſagree about the true Compoſer of it, or 
believed any one to have wrote it, but the Apo- 
file of that Name. Upon the whole therefore, 
the Defender has not diſproved either the Con- 
ftancy or Uniformity of Tradition for the Genu- 
ineneſs of Matthew's Goſpel. _ 
P. 25, He farther attempts to ſhew, that there 
can be no conſtant and uniform Tradition either 
for Doctrines or inſpired Scriptures. Firſt, as to 
Doctrines, he affirms © that the Two firſt Ages 
« were dark and had no Tradition to be depen- 
« ded on, except what we find from the N. Te- 
« ſtament.” In Proof of which he refers to Eu- 
ſebius and Daille. Euſebius (he ſays) complains, 


5 See Richardſon's Canon of N. T. vindicated, P. 58. 
D 2 that 


— — ——4ä4544— .. ĩFf— _ — Ds ö 


(20) 


chat he had no Footſteps of any Hiſtory before him. 


What then? Are Do#rines contained only in 
Church Hif/iories? And were there not innume- 
rable Books then extant, ſome of the ft, more 
of the ſecond, and many of the third Century, 


unanimouſly witneſſing to the Doctrine of the 
Church in their ſeveral Times, and therefore to 


be depended on? Again Daille (he ſays) proves 


that even in the Three firſt Ages we have ve- 


te ry little extant of the antient Fathers, and that 
te thoſe which we have are miſerably corruptd 
« and abuſed.” But unleſs Daille had alſo aftir- 
med, that in the ancorrupted Works of the few 
ancient Fathers was found no Tradition concer- 
ning any one Point or Fact to be depended on, 
his Teſtimony will not come up to the Defen- 
der's Purpoſe. He proceeds however to account 


for the Darkneſs of the Two firſt Ages © from 


„ the Poverty, Illiterature and groſs Ignorance of 


all the primitive Chriſtians; who being of the 


% meaneſt of the People, deem'd all acquired 
« Knowledge vain, ſuperficial, and (as they were 
© taught to believe) inconſiſtent with the Profeſ- 
ce ſion of Chriſtianity.” But here he even con- 


tradicts the Tradition of the New Teſtament, 


which he before allowed was to be depended on. 


For St. Paul (1 Cor. 1. 26.) in effect declares, that 
ſome wiſe, mighty and noble Men were called in his 


Time, and conſequently all the primitive Chriſtians 
were not poor and illiterate. Beſides, in the 2% Age. 


are known to have flouriſhed many Chriſtian Wri- 


ters of Character and Condition; ſuch as Quadratus 
the Atheman, Ariſtides the Philoſopher, the very 
learned Agrippa Caſtor, the eloquent Melito, A. 
N { pollinaris, 
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pollinaris, Dionyſius of Corinth, Bardeſanes the 
Syrian, Hermias and Pantænus, both converted 
from the Schools of Philoſophy, beſides Serapion 
and the noble and learned Apollonius. The Te- 
ſtimonies of Euſebius and Ferom concerning theſe 
famous Perſons convince us how much the De- 
fender has wrong'd the Second Century, in the 
above Deſcription of it. And beſides theſe, were 
other Writers of the ſame Age, from whoſe ex- 
tant Works it appears, that they excelled in the 
Learning and Sciences of their Times. Such were 
Juſtin Martyr, Irenæus, Theophilus Antiochenus, 
Athenagoras, Tatian, Clemens Alexandrinus and 
Tertullian. And now to all theſe ſtanding Evi- 

dences for the Learning of the primitive Chriſti- 
ans, the Defender oppoſes nothing but his own 
Mord, of which I am ſorry to ſay, it has been al- 
ready given for much more than it is worth. Of 
this however he thinks himſelf ſecure, that 
no regular Syſtem of Doctrines could poſſibly, 
4 in this dark State of Things, be tranſmitted to 
© Poſterity: For ſo late as in the Second and 
© Third Ages, there was not ſo much as any 
ce one regulated and eſtabliſhed Form of Faith, 
© which was the Firſt Thing to be provided for.” 
Anſwer, I entirely agree with our Author, that 
eftabliſhed Forms of Faith or Creeds are the firſt 
Things to be provided for. The Growth of He- 
reſies ſoon made the primitive Church think fo 
too: but ſhe could not make that neceſſary Provi- 
fion, till the higher Powers gave Leave for her 
Biſhops to be ecumenically aſſembled at Nice; 
when, tis known, ſhe loſt no Time in eſtabliſh- 
ing ſuch a Form. And long before this, parti - 
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cular Churches had taken Care to eſtabliſh Forms 


of Faith, which, though they wanted the San- 
ction of a general Council, were regular and in 


the main Articles of them aniform throughout the 


Catholick Church. * Ireneus, the beſt Witneſs 


to Facts of his own Time, has given us Two 


ſuch Forms, in which he affirms that all the Apo- 


ſtolical Churches agreed, as exactly conform to 
Apoſtolical Preaching. After him Tertullian +, 


who, as well as the former, lived in the Second 


Century, much in the ſame Manner, ſets down 
the invariable Form of Believing, that then every 
where obtained. So that the Defender argues a- 
gainſt plain Fact, and denies that to be poſſible in 


the Second Century, which the Writers of that 
Age affirm was actual. As to Tradition for in- 
| ſired Books, i. e. directly proving any Books to 


be inſpired, our Author's Denial and Diſproof of 
it, (y 26, 27.) no way affects us, and might have 


been quite ſpared. For we do not make uſe of 
Tradition directly in Proof of the iuſpired, but of 


the genuine Character of Scripture Books. 


Infidels have been often told, that the Truth of | 
the Goſpel Hiſtory ſtands on the ſame Bottom 


with that of every other antient Hiſtory now ex- 
tant; 1. e. the Teſtimony of credible and well- 


informed Hiſtorians: and that therefore they are 


without Excuſe, for not believing alike where the 


Motives to Belief are equal. The Defender (p. 


27.) trys to get over this Difficulty by ſeveral In- 
timations of a Diſparity between the two Caſes. 
As firſt, That the Facts and Events of the 
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Goſpel and other antient Hiſtories are not equally 
_ credible, I preſume our Author ſhould rather 
have ſaid equally ſtrange: For by a credible Fact, 
when we ſpeak ſtrictly, we mean a Fact that is 
poſſible, and ſuch a one therefore as may be be- 
lieved upon proper Evidence, in Oppſition to ab- 
ſurd or impoſſible Facts, which are incredible, be- 
cauſe incapable of Proof from any Evidences 
whatever. But all poſible Facts are equally poſſi- 
ble. From whence it ſhould follow, that all cre- 
dible Facts are equally credible: i. e. equally re- 
quire our Aſſent, when proper Evidence is offered 
for the Truth of them. The Facts then of the 
Goſpel, though generally more wonderful than 
thoſe of other antient Hiſtories, are, in the ſtrict 
Senſe of the Words, equally credible with them. 
And if the ſame Kind of Evidence is not proper 
and ſufficient in the former Caſe, that is ſo in the 


latter, the Reaſon mult be, either that the human 


Senſes do not truly inform Men concerning ſtrange, 
as they do about common Events; or elſe, that 
the Principle of Veracity does not equally incline 
us to ſpeak the Truth about extraordinary Inci- 
dents and about thoſe which happen frequently. 
But the contrary to both theſe, I think, is evidently 
the Truth, vis that the Evidence of the Senſes 
may as well be relied on in ſtrange, as in common 
Events; and an honeſt Man will no more miſrelate 
a wonderful, than an ordinary Fact. Secondly, 
the Defender obſerves, that there have been other 
Goſpels, beſides thoſe we now have; and that 
we have no Criterion left, by which to diſtin- 
guiſh the true Goſpels from the counterfeit, But 
this is a Miſtake. The Rules by which the early 
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Fathers diſtinguiſhed in this Caſe, were particu- 
larly fer down in the Supplement, p. 45, 46, 47. 
To which, tho' the Title Page of the ſecond De- 
fence promiſed a full Anfwer, no Reply has been 
made, and yet the ſame raſh Aſſertion is moſt 
. - confidently repeated. Thirdly, we are told, © the 
< Goſpels we now uſe have, all of them in their 
« Turns, been actually rejected by primitive Chri- 
« ſtians, who ſubſtituted other Goſpels in their 
« Room.” Now, the primitive Chriſtians here 
meant, were no other than a Set of wretched He- 
reticks; Men ſo abſurd and conceited, that they 
pretended to be wiſer and better inſtructed than 
the Apoſtles. Oppoſition therefore, from ſuch a 
Quarter, is no juſt Objection to the Truth of the 
Church's Goſpels. Fourthly, the Defender ſays, 
< our preſent Goſpels are known to have ſuffered 
*in Length of Time through the Zeal and Paſ- 
* fion of Parties, more than any one. profane 
<« Hiſtory (ceteris paribus) we are acquainted 
« with.” But this is falſe Fact: For on the o- 
ther hand, tis known, that Livy and Tacitus, 
two celebrated profane Hiſtories, have ſuffered 
incomparably more in Length of Time, than our 
Goſpels have. Secondly, It does not appear nor 
will the Defender be able to prove, that the Zeal 
and Paſſion of Parties has at all contributed to any 
Alterations in our Goſpels. Varieties of Reading 
(which I ſuppoſe is what he here means) have 
proceeded from the Haſte or Ignorance of Tranſcri- 
bers, and muſt have appeared as numerous in pro- 
fane Hiſtories, as they do in the Goſpels, had they 
been as oft tranſcribed as the other, or had we 
as many Manuſcripts Verhons and Quorations in 
Books 


(25 


Books taken from the former, as ha ve been from 


the latter. In a Word, Mr. Gregory from 


whom he here imperfectly borrows, in the ſame 
Place declares of the New Teſtament in general, 
that mo ſub;'antial Part of it hath been at all 


ſcarce moved out of its Place: which is more 


than can be ſaid of many profane Hiſtories. The 


Defender's laſt Remark is, „that the ſuppoſed 


Authors of the Goſpels were obſcure Perſons, 
and utterly uncapable, without Miracle, to con- 

ce vey common Hiſtory to the World.” A Charge, 
with reſpect to none of them apparently true, and 


as to Two of them, manife/ily falſe. For Mat- 
tbew had not been qualified to be a Publican, if 
unable, without a Miracle, to write down what 


he ſaw and heard. Luke was bred a Phy/icrar, 


and therefore his Abilities to write are above all 


Doubt. And as to Marc and Jobn, we cannot 
conclude from their Condition in the World, that 
they knew not Letters; or however, that they 
could not, without miraculous Help, dictate ordi- 
any Hiſtory. The Sum therefore is, that the 


ery ſame Reaſons which prevail with Unbelie- 
vers to credit profane antient Hiſtory (beſides ma- 
ny other peculiar ones) call upon them to admit 


the Truth of the Goſpel, and that they will never 


acquit themſelves of Partiality, till they believe 
both or neither. 


Objection 4% in Diſſert. p 63, 64. © That the 


4 H. Gho/t could never be 145 Amber of thoſe 


«© Contradictions, Diſlocations, Improprieties and 
Diſagreements which Divines have pointed out 


* 1 Gregory F Chriſt-Church, in his Pre ace to his Works. 


E e in 


. * * 4 * 
> 2 
. : 6 " - | 


""F 24 ) 
Fathers diſtinguiſhed in this Caſe, were particu- 
larly fer down in the Supplement, p. 45, 46, 47. 
To which, tho' the Title Page of the ſecond De- 
Fence promiſed a full Anſiver, no Reply has been 
made, and yer the fame raſh Aſſertion is moſt 
- confidently repeated. Thirdly, we are told, ©.the 


\< Goſpels we now uſe have, all of them in their | 


<« Turns, been actually rejected by primitive Chri- 
« ſtians, who ſubſtituted other Goſpels in their 
« Room.” Now, the primitive Chriſtians here 


-meant, were no other than a Set of wretched He- 
reticks; Men ſo abſurd and conceited, that they 
pretended to be wiſer and better inſtructed than 


the Apoſtles. Oppoſition therefore, from ſuch a 
: Quarter, is no juſt Objection to the Truth of the 


Church's Goſpels. Fourthly, the Defender ſays, 


'< our preſent Goſpels are known to have ſuffered 
*in Length of Time through the Zeal and Paſ- 
* ſion of Parties, more than any one profane 


.« Hiſtory (ceteris paribus) we are acquainted | 


„ with.” But this is falſe Fact: For on the o- 
ther hand, tis known, that Livy and Tacitus, 
two celebrated profane Hiſtories, have ſuffered 


incomparably more in Length of Time, than our | 


Goſpels have. Secondly, It does not appear nor 
will the Defender be able to prove, that the Zeal 
and Paſſion of Parties has at all contributed to any 
Alterations in our Goſpels. Varieties of Reading 

(which I ſuppoſe is what he here means) have 
- proceeded from the Haſte or Ignorance of Tranſcri- 
bers, and muſt have appeared as numerous in pro- 
fane Hiſtories, as they do in the Goſpels, had they 


been as oft tranſcribed as the other, or had we 


as many nn Verſions and Quorations i in 
Books 
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Books taken from the former, as have been from 


the latter. In a Word, Mr. Gregory * from 


whom he here imperfectly borrows, in the fame 


Place declares of the New Teſtament in general, 


that mo ſub/fantial Part of it hath been at all 


ſcarce moved out of its Place: which is more 


than can be ſaid of many profane Hiſtories. The 
Defender's laſt Remark is, „that the ſuppoſed 


Authors of the Goſpels were obſcure Perſons, 


<« and utterly uncapable, without Miracle, to con- 


. vey common Hiſtory to the World.” A Charge, 
with reſpect to none of them apparently true, and 
as to Two of them, manife/ily falſe. For Mat- 
thew had not been qualified to be a Publican, if 


unable, without a Miracle, to write down what 


he ſaw and heard. Luke was bred a Phyſician, 


and therefore his Abilities to write are above all 
Doubt. And as to Marc and John, we cannot 


conclude from their Condition in the World, that 
they knew not Letters; or however, that they 
could not, without miraculous Help, dictate ordi- 


nary Hiſtory. The Sum therefore is, that the 
very ſame Reaſons which prevail with Unbelie- 


vers to credit profane antient Hiſtory (beſides ma- 


ny other peculiar ones) call upon them to admit 
the Truth of the Goſpel, and that they will never 


acquit themſelves of Partiality, till they believe 
both or neither. | 

Objection 4% in Diſſert. p 63, 64. That the 
& H. Gho/t could never be he Author of thoſe 
« Contradictions, Diſlocations, Improprieties and 


Diſagreements which Dickens have pointed out 


John Gregory ef Chr ſt- Church, in his Pre ace to his Works. 
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in their Comments on the Goſpel of St. Mat- 


* thew.” The Vindicator (p. 43) anſwered to 
this Effect, „That no found or ſerious Divine 
< ever pretended to point out real Contradictions 
or Diſagreements in this Goſpel; that Difloca- 
tions indeed and Improprieties are confeſſed; 
but that ſuch Things are not charged by Com- 
mentatots on the H. Ghoſt, who, they ſuppoſe, 
e left Method and Diction entirely to the Pru- 
« dence of the ſacred Writers, only preſerving 
« them from Error; that this Conduct was juſti- 
* fied by the Event: for that theſe artleſs Wri- 
« tings obtained Credit, in ſpite of all the Power 


« and Learning of che Gentile World. Now, 


cc 


inſtead of anſwering theſe Particulars and proving 


either from the Nature of the Thing or the Pro- 


miſe of the H. Ghoſt, that He was bound to pre- 
ſerve our Evangeliſt from Diflocaticn and Impro- 


priety as well as from Error, fir/i Defence p. 41, 


falls to aſking Queſtions; © Why did not the 


« Bleſſed Spirit take Care to preſerve the ſacred 
„Writers from all Appearances of Error, which 
« in Effect are real Error?” To which Reply p. 
82.) anſwers, © Becauſe all ſuch Appearances were 
© removable by human Wit and Learning, and 
4 therefore could be attended by no ill Conſe- 
« gquences. He aiks again, Why the ſacred 
« Authors were not inſtructed as to Order of 
« Time and Propriety of Speech, ſo H ential to 

« good Hiſtory?” The Vindicatcr (Reply, p. 82, 
83.) anſwers, that neither of theſe are H ential to 
true Hiſtory, which was all the Evangeliſts aim 


at. Further, that the Defender was miſtaken in 


affirming, chat ſuch Things were eſſential even to 


good 


. 
good Hiſtory : For that the beſt Hiſtories we 
have, thoſe of Thucydides, Polybius and Livy are 
not free from ſuch Imperfections. Here then 
our Author, in his ſecond Attempt, ſhould have 
ſhewn, that more was required from the Evange- 
liſts, than true Hiſtory ; and ſhould have juſtified 
his former Aſſertion, that Order of Time and Pro- 
priety of Speech were eſſential to good Hiſtory. 
But all he fays is, © that human Compoſures are 
c never expected to be fo accurate as Divine, and 
yet that not one of thoſe Hiſtorians are fo faulty 
* as the Author in Debate; particularly not ſo 
« groſsly miſtaken in Point of Time and conſe- 
** quently in Point of Truth.“ But this is run- 
ning off from the Queſtion, which is not con- 
cerning what may be expected from Compoſures 
of either ſort, but what is e//ential to good Hiſto- 
ry. Again, we deny the Evangeliſt before us is 
ever miſtaꝶen in Point of Time, or that he ever 
fixed a wrong Period of Time to any Event rela- 
ted by him: though, as other Hiſtorians do, he 
ſometimes choſe not to obſerve exact Order of 
Time in ranging the Narratives he gives us. Up- 
on the whole; the Defender has not proved, o- 
therwiſe than by confident Affirmations, chat 
there are Contradictions in St. Matthews Goſpel, 
or that the Diſlocations and Improprieties confeſ- 
ſed to be therein, proceeded from the H. 6%; 
or /aſily, that ſuch Things were inexcuſable in 
Perſons writing a true Hiſtory under His Directi- 
on. Conſequently, the fourth Objection from the. 
Internals of that Goſpel, againſt the inſpired Cha- 
racter of its Author, has not been made good. 


2 Obje- 
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Objection the f concerns the different Ge- 
nealogies of St. Matthew and St. Luke. P. 66, 
67, of the Diſſertation it is affirmed, © that St. 
* Matthew, by the Allowance of the Orthodox 
bs themſelves, is utterly irreconcileable to other 
Parts of H. Writ; that therein he makes Jeſus 
deſcend from TFo/epb the Carpenter; that bis 
Genealogy ſcarce agrees with St. Luke or the 
Old Teſtament in a ſingle Degree of Deſcent, ex- 
cept thoſe of the Patriarch, and therefore he 
muſt have written after the Deſtruction of the 
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* be ſome ignorant Gentile Convert that wrote 


© this Goſpel, and not St. Matthew.” The Vin- 
dicator (p. 46, 47, &c.) anſwered all theſe Parti- 
culars, and convicted the Diſſertator of ſeveral 
Falſhoods: as that the Orthodox allowed St. Mat- 
thew's Genealogy to be utterly irreconcileable, &c. 
that it makes Jeſus to deſcend from Foſeph the 
Carpenter; that it ſcarcely agrees with the O. Te- 
ſtament in a fingle Degree of Deſcent, except 
thoſe of the Patriarchs; whereas in Truth it a- 
grees therewith in every Step of Deſcent, ſave 
Two. At the ſame time the Vindicator owns 
there are ſome ſeeming Diſagreements between St. 


Matthew and the O. Teftamenc. and a vaſt Di- 


verſity between the Genealogies of St. Matthew 


and St. Luke; but accounts for them ſo, as to cut 


off all Charge of Contradiftion. and thereby takes 


out the Sing of the Objection. Here therefore 
it was obvicuſly incumbent on the Defender to 

clcar the Diſſertator of the Falſhoods objected to 
him, and to make good the Contradiction he had 
FRarges: 6 on St. Matthew , , that ſo the Aeg Ob- 


ject ion 


Jewiſh Records under Tztus, or elſe he muſt 
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jection might ſtill be in Force. But he does nei- 
tber. The Diſſertator is left to ſhift for him- 
ſelf, and the conciliatory Schemes in the Vindica- 
tion ſtand untouch'd, unleſs his calling them piti- 
ful Shifts and Evaſions has done them any hurt. 
All he ſays further is, that the Vindicator owns 
there are ſome Diſagreements, as to the Gene- 
* alogy, between St. Matthew and the Old Teſta- 
ment; and a vaſt Diverſity between St. Matthew 
and St. Luke, inſomuch that they ſcarce agree in 
any Name but thoſe of Salathiel and Zorobabel, 
and that this is giving up all the Inquirer meant 
by ſaying Matthew's Genealogy was irreconci- 
leable to other Parts of Holy Writ.” So that, 
according to the Defender's Logick, to own Dif- 
ferences, at the ſame accounting for them, and to 
confeſs ſeeming Diſagreements, at the ſame time 
reconciling them, is to give up both as zrreconcile- 
able. In his ſecond Defence indeed, he attempts 
to prove that the Vindicator has given up the 
Point contended for in the Objection. For ſays 
he, p. 31. © The different and diſagreeing Re- 
 « lations of Matthew and Luke, fo far as the 
« Vindicator admits, cannot both of them be 
g true, and conſequently the Holy Ghoft could 
not be the Dictator of one of them, let our 
« Author chooſe which he will.” But on the 
other Hand, we find the Vindicator admits of no 
real diſagreeing Relations in the Genealogies of 
the two Evangeliſts, which thereſore may both 
be true and ſo neither of them unworthy of be- 
ing dictated by the Bleſſed Spirit. In ſhort, till 
the propoſed conciliatory Schemes be overturn'd, 
the / Objection has no Validity: Nor does 
R | | the 
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the Diſpute turn upon a Nuibble, as 2. Def. p. 
31. would have it. We own that Matthew 


writes, Jeſus deſcended from (A) and Luke 


(ſeemingly) on the contrary, that he deſcended 
from(B) and yet the Diſfertator had no juſt 
Cauſe to ſay that Luke therein trecondileably) 
contradicts St. Matthew : Becauſe there is the 
higheſt Probability that Maztew means one thing 
by the Word deſcended and Luke another. 

Once more our Author tries to faſten a Self- 
contradiction upon St. Mat'hew. © He makes, 


ſays he, p. 31, 7e/us to be of the Line of Mo. 


&« vid, as deſcended from Jo/eph, and in the ve- 


te ry ſame Breath, ſtupidly forgetting himſelf, 


« denies in Fact Jeſus was ſo deſcended; but on 


« the contrary ſays, His Mcther Mary was found 


« with Child of Him by the Holy Ghoft e ore 
« ever She and Joſeph came together.“ But 
really and truly St. Matthew does not make Jeſus 
at all to have been deſcended from Joſeph, but 
to prevent ſuch a Miſtake in every one, whoſe 
Ignorance and Malice are not zncurable, he (c. I. 
y 16 ) makes Jeſus deſcend, not from Yſeph, but 
from Mary whoſe Huſband Joſeph was. St. Mat- 


thew therefore is conſiſtent with himſelf, nor is 


there ſo much as a ſeeming Contradiction in the 
Paſſage excepted to by the Defender. 
The Sixth Objection (Differt. p 67, 68, 69, 


** charges St. Matthew with grofsly miſapplying 


* certain Prophecies of the Old Teſtament. Firſt 


by erroneous Citations, as Mat. 2. 6. Secondly 
« By forced Conſtruction, warping Paſſages to 
* a Senſe quite foreign to the Prophets true | 


meaning, to accommodate them to Jeſus in 


« Proof 
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« Proof of his being the Meſiab. From whence 


<« the Objector ſays, ſome conclude the Author 
was not a few, and that his Goſpel was not 
« deſigned for the uſe of the Jeu, who never 
« apply any of the Prophecies quoted in this 
% Goſpel, to their expected Meſſiab. Others, 
« from hence, think the Evangeliſt too well 
e verſed and too frequent in the uſe of myſtical 


Theology, to have been a poor illiterate Few of 


<« the Apoſtolick Age, and rather to have been an 
« Helleniſtick convert Few who wrote ſoon after 


the Deſtruction of Jeruſalem.” In anſwering 


which Objection, the Vindication (P. 51. & Jeq) 
denies all erroneous Citations, z. e. ſuch as differ 
in Senſe from their reſpective Places in the Old 


Teſtament. As to Mat. 2. 6. he denies it to be 
a proper Inſtance, Firſt, becauſe it is not St. Mat- 
 thew's Citation, but One made by the High Prieſts 


and Scribes. Secondly, Becauſe the Paſſage may 
be reconciled to the Hebrew of Micah. Thirdly, 
Becauſe the Letter of Micah is as ſerviceable to 
the Evangeliſt's Purpoſe as the Citation, Mat. 2. 


6. and therefore the Difference could not be a 


deſigned one. As to the other Charge of miſap- 


| plying Scriptures, by warping them into Proofs 
of FJeſus s Meſſiahſhip, the YVindicator denies that 


St. Matthew ever directly applies Prophecies as 


| Proofs of Jeſus's Methahſhip, and therefore is 
_ falſely charged in the Objection. Some Prophe- 
| cies indeed of the Old Teſtament Matew af- 


firms had been fulfill'd in 7e/us, which he might 


do by inſpir'd Direction, as he delivered other 


preternatural Truths, and not on the Principles 


of Criticiſm or myſtical Theology, Till therefore 


Be. 
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St. Matthew's inſpired Character be ſer aſide, the 
Argument againſt him from miſapplication of 
Prophecies is a meer petitio principii and can 
never proceed right or logically. The YVindicator 
further proves, by two plain Inſtances, that the 
Diſſertator falſely aſſerted, that the Jews never 
applied the Prophecies cited by St. Matthew to 
their expected Meſſiab. From all which he con- 
cludes, that nothing in our Goſpel indicates it 
ce to have been the Work of any other than him, 
« whoſe Name it now bears.” The Defender, 
either ſick of the Objection or unprepar'd to ſup- 
port it, at firſt turns us off to the Diſpute be- 
tween the Biſhop of Durham and Mr. Collins. 
Bur in his ſecond Defence, p. 32, having reco- 
ver'd his Spirits and recollected his Senſes, he 
ſpeaks to the Subject. To the Vindicator's An- 
ſwer, that the Citation Mat. 2. 6. was not the 
Evangeliſis own, but the Words of the High 
Prieſts and Scribes, he replies, that this Anſwer 
is very partial and infincere, for *© that they, 
the whole College of them knew their own 
e Scriptures better than the ſuppoſed Matthew, 
« and that. they cited them truly, but that the 
latter hath ignorantly or careleſsly miſreported 
* them.” But this is running off from the Que- 
ſtion, which was, whether the Evangeliſt, Mat. 
2. 6. cited erroneouſly or not. Admitting there- 
fore what the Defender ſays, that he miſrelated 
there, ſtill ro mmzſrelate other Mens Citations and 
to miſquote, ourſelves, will appear. very different 
things. Beſides, had he attended to the Vindica- 
for's other Anſwer, vs, that Mat. 2. 6. is recon- 
eileable 


633 x "= 
Elleable to the Hebrew of Micab *, he would 
have found no Room to ſuſpect chat Matthew 
had reported the Words of the High Prieſts ei- 
ther ignorantly or careleſsly. Again, the Defen- 
der is poſitive, © that the Vindicator, in owning 
_ © that St. Matthew does not always cite Iſterally 


£ 


* 


from the Old Teſtament (for he owns no 
* more) gives up the Queſtion and allows the 
Writer not to be ſo clear and accurate in this 
Matter as he ought — to be guilty at leaſt 


of ſome imperfect Quotations and conſequent- 
© ly not to have been influenced by the Holy 


«c Ghoſt.” » All which the Vindicator will ſub- 


ſcribe to, provided the Defender will prove and 


not {till take for granted, that the Writer of St. 
Matthew's Goſpel ought to have confined him- 
ſelf ro literal Citations, more than the reſt of his 
contemporary Writers That Quotations ex- 
act, not only as to the See, but allo to the 


Letter, are of ſuch Conſequence, as that for the 
ſake of them the Holy Ghoſt would certainly have 
| conſtrained all ſuch as wrote under his Direction 


to depart from the Methods of the Age they liv'd 

in, and have obliged them in citing, not to alter 
a ſingle Apex or Iota: but till the Defender has 

groved all this, his barely faying i it does not con- 

vince us. 

FO he Vindicator's Anſwer concerning that 


Part of the Objection which taxes St. Matthew's 
Goſpel with Miſapplication of Prophecies, the De- 


* See Dr. Pocock's Comment on Mic. 2. F. 3 he proves that 
the 11. Ver Word Lair, in the rendring of which the Difference 
Coulills, Gtzuifies as it is repreſented Mat. 2. 6. and that a learned 
Fewijn \ iter thinks it ſhould be ſo tranſlated in that very Place. 
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fender (2* Def. p. 34) replies, tis all a petitio 


principii. Our Author, adds he, firſt concludes 


« Matthew wrote by Inſpiration, and then infers 

ce that he was capable of putting ſuch a Senſe on 
ce Prophecies, as none but thoſe inſpired like him- 
« ſelf ſhould find our.” Anſwer. Bur this is a 


falſe Repreſentation of the Vindicator's Reaſon- 


ing, who does not conclude or take it for grant- 
ed, that the Writer of St. Matthew's Goſpel was 


actually inſpird, but that, unleſs the OHjector 


had firſt evinced the contrary, or that himſelf 


- ſhould pretend to Inſpiration, he could have no 


certain Grounds for charging him with Miſap- 
plication of Prophecies. Becauſe a Perſon wri- 
ting under Inſpiration or divine Direction cannot 


be guilty of ſuch Miſapplication. And ſuch a 
one, for ought he knows or has proved, was thge 


Author of the Goſpel in Diſpute. Nor can any 
one without Inſpiration be aſſur'd, that a Senſe 
put by the ſacred Writers upon Prophecies of the 

Old Teſtament was not within the Intendment 
of the Holy Ghoſt that dictated them. 


The Defender, out of all Patience to be thus 


tied down, chafes exceedingly. He aſks to what 


Purpoſe Prophecy is given if a Man muſt be in- 


ſpired to find out its true meaning. But does 
the Vindicator affirm any ſuch thing of Prophe- 


cy in general, and even in Prophecies of double 
Intendment (the Caſe in View) are not the pri- 
mary and obvious things thereby ſignified, Pur- 
poſes worthy of Prophecy? Again he ſays, * We 


d are not ſure tho' a Man had common Inſpi- 
cc ration that he would be able to unfold any of 


« the Prophecies in the Old Teſtament, fince 
| « the 


enn 
© the Prophets who delivered them did not.” 
But we are ſure nevertheleſs, that a Man unfold- 
ing the Prophecies of the Old Teſtament by in- 
fallible Direction, cannot err in what he writes 
concerning them. And till the Defender has 
proved the Writer of St, Matthew's Goſpel not 
to have been thus directed, it is in vain to urge 
againſt him M:/application of Prophecies. Fur- 


cher, he falſly charges the Vindicator with af- 


firming (in general) that the Prophets knew not 
the meaning of their own Words, nor could de- 
termine about the Events themſelves predicted. 
For he ſuppoſes no more, nor was more neceſſa- 

ry to his Argument, than that they did not is 
ſome Caſes know every meaning of their own 
Words, and every Event themſelves predicted. 
Laſtly, our Author calls it a /ingular Hypotheſis 
to ſuppoſe that Paſſages are (ſometimes) applied 
to Jeſus by the ſacred Writers, not upon the 
Principles of Critici/m or myſtical Theology, but 
upon the mere Strength of their inſpired Chara- 
ers, © So that, adds he, p. 35, if a Man can 
« but once obtain the Character of being inſpir'd, 
« we mult thenceforth abandon our Reaſon and 
« yield up our Underſtandings to his Deliri- 
« ums. To which we may anſwer, that we 
are not ſpeaking here of Perſons, who, right or 
wrong, have obtained the Character of being in- 
ſpired, but of One who has juſtly acquired that 
Character; and of ſuch a one we affirm, that he 

will never deliver things that cannot be credited 
by thoſe who keep their Reaſons; though he may 
require our Aſſent to Propoſitions, the Truth of 
825 1 which 


7 


which, Reaſon alone could not have diſcoyered 
tO Us. | | 
Objection the ſeventh related to the Time of 
_ Chri/t's Nativity, © which, the Diſſertator pre- 
** tended, did not happen, as St. Matthew places 
e it, in the Reign of Herod the Great, but ma- 
e ny Years after his Death, when Cyrenius, ac- 
<« cording to St. Luke, being Governor of Syria 
* taxed Fudea, which tis certain he could not 
have done, had Herod, who was ſupreme Lord 
of that Country been alive.“ The V indicator, 
p. 62. replied, that the >-7ſex01 mentioned by 
St. Luke was not a Tax, but a bare Enrolment 0 
Families, which, at the Command of Auguſtus 
might be made, even in the Life-time of Herod 
the Great. To this, nothing is ſaid in the firſt 
Defence. But in che ſecond Defence, p. 36. we 
find as follows, „What could Grotius and Ham- 
e mond know more than Luke and Joſephus in- 
form us? Luke ſays, that the Taxing or Cen- 
e ſus or Inrolment of Families was firſt made, 
© when Cyrenius was Governor of Syria, and 
«© Joſephus ſays that Cyrenius came into Judea, 
<« then annexed to Syria, both to aſſeſs their E- 
te ſtates and to ſeize Archelaus's Effects and Trea- 
« ſure.” So that, according to Joſephus, Cyrentus 
did not come into Fudea, and conſequently did 
« not make the Inrolment or Cenſus mentioned 
« by Luke, as attending our Saviour's Birth, 'till 
« after the Baniſhment of Archelaus, Herod's Son 
« and Succeſſor, who reigned Nine Years after 
« him. Anſwer. Grotius and Hammond do 
not pretend to know more than St. Luke and Jo- 
Jephus, bur only ſhew chat they ſpeak of diffe- 
rent 
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(37) 
rent Tranſactions: St. Luke of a Cenſys or In- 
rolment f Families only, where no Tax was im- 
poſed: whereas Joſephus ſpeaks of a mere Tax or 
Aſſeſſment. Although therefore Cyrenzus could 
not be employed in the latter Affair, till after the 

Death of Herod the Great, he might be in Luke's 
Enrollment, and then St. Luke and St. Matthew 
being reconciled, the ſeventh Objection is fairly 
got over. No, ſays the Defender, © the Gover- 
nor of Syria could have no Authority ſo much 
* as to take a Survey of Fudea, Part of Herod's 


« Dominion, while he was alive. The Romans 


© never meddled in Affairs of that tender Nature, 
« where Kings, heir Allies, though under their 
% Appointment, had the ſole Rule and Power. ” 
But was Herod properly an Ally to the Romans? 
Was he not rather their Creature and their Tri- 
butary? One over whom they exerciſed what Au- 
thority they pleaſed. © Joſephus (l. iv. c. 14.) in- 
forms us, that many Years before Herod the 
Great was made King, Feraſalem paid Tribute to 
the Romans. And can any one in his Wits que- 
ſtion whether they would ſcruple the taking a 
Survey of a tributary Country, under a King who 
held his Crown by their Permiſſion and du- 
ring their Pleaſure only? 
The Defender (1 * Def. p. 43.) had ſaid, that 
Divines allow this Evangeliſt, as now read, is guil- 
ty of a notorious Anachroniſm. To which the Vin- 
dicator (Reply, p. go.) ſays, that if he means they 
allow Sr. Matthew, as St. Luke is now read in 
our Engliſh Bibles, to be guilty of a notorious A- 
nac he ſays indeed what is true, but no- 


thing to the Purpoſe. In his 2 Defence, our Au- 
thor 


(38) 
chor triumphantly calls this a forced Conceſſion : 
and to make it paſs upon the Reader for ſuch, 
he moſt ſcandalouſly leaves out theſe Words of 
the Vindicator, viz. in our Engliſh Bibles, and by 
this wicked Management indeed, makes him con- 
feſs in general, that as St. Luke is now read, St. 
Matthew is guilty of a notorious Anachrom/m. 
Can that poſſibly be the Cauſe of Truth, which 
needs ſuch Practices to ſupport it? Upon the 
whole then, it does not appear, that St. Luke 
contradicts St. Matthew, as to the Time of our 
Loxy's Nativity. And indeed had he placed this 
Event nine Years after the Death of Herod, as the 
Defender makes him .to do, he had contradicted 
not only St. Matthew, but himſelf alſo. For in 
St. Luke, (c. i. v. 5.) the Time of Zacharias's 
Viſion, which, by this Evangeliſt's own Account, 


(Luke c. i. v. 36) preceded our LoRD's Concep- ' 


tion but about Six Months, is fixed to the Days 
of Herod the King of Fudea. This Evangeliſt 
therefore, to whom our Author himſelf (24 Def. 
p. 48.) allows a good Degree of Accuracy, does 
not contradict, but rather confirms, St. Matthew's 
Chronology about the Nativity of Chrift. 

Part of this Objection in the Vindicator's Ace 
count was, that the Inquirer likewiſe excepted to 
the Time of our LorD's Nativity according to St. 
Matthew, as contradicting the vulgar Æra of that 


Event, which does not commence till Three 


Years after the Death of Herod. This Objection the 
Vindicator anſwered with the Contempt that was 
due to it, as founded on a miſtaken and explo- 
ded Calculation. And when our Author wrote 
his firſt Defenc, e, he was mhony filent upon this 
Head. 


ter, touching the Three wiſe Men, the Star and 


639) 


Head. But in his ſecond Defence he makes it a 


diſtinct Objection, in Number the Eighth, and 
ſtates it thus. 12 


Objection the Eighth has a Relation to the 


« Miſtake with reſpect to the Nativity of Feſus, 


« as the /Era of it [meaning the vulgar Ara] has 


been long ſettled and allowed by the Catholick 


Church.“ Here it is a Miſtake to ſay, that the 
vulgar Fra has been ſettled and allowed by the 
Catholick Church. For it has never been recei- 
ved in the Eaſt, and was never allowed by pub- 
lick Church Authority in the Weſt; but gradually 

crept into Uſe there. But to let that paſs. The 


Defender ſays nothing in behalf of that exploded 
Calculation; but gives the Argument from it the 


following Turn. That it is a tacit Allowance 
of all Chriſtians of this Author's foul Miſtake 
“ in point of Time, and conſequently, that he 


was neither an Apoſtle nor an inſpired Writer.“ 


Whereas the Truth is, that neither Dionyſius the 


Inventer of the vulgar Ara, nor any of thoſe 


who approved it, ever ſeem to have perceived, 


that thereby Chriſt's Birth was placed after the 


Death of Herod; and therefore, the facit Allow- 
ance ſpoken of by our Author, is utterly ground- 
leſs; it is nothing but a poor Artifice to cover a 
plain Defeat; it is a tacit Allowance, that he could 
ſay nothing pertinent on that Subject. In a Word, 
fince he has not been able to prove, that the Birth 
of Chriſt fell out after the Death of Herod, his 
Concluſions from the ſuppoſed Anachroni/m, at the 
Bottom of 2 Def. p. 37, are all falſe and ground- 
leſs. What St. Matthew relates in his 2% Chap- 
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( 45 ) 
the Slaughter of the Infants, are not Fictions, ſpun 


out of the Evangeliſts own Brain. King Herod 


was then in Being, and therefore thoſe Tranſacti- 
ons, in which he is made a Party, might really 


| happen. 


The Ninth Objection in the ſecond Defence re- 


| lates to the faithful Tranſmiſſion of St. Matthew's 


Goſpel; and as it was urged Diſſertation p. 48, 


was to the Effect following: The Antients una- 
„ nimoufly affirm, that Matthew compoſed his 


« Goſpel in Hebrew; but our preſent Goſpel is 
« Greek, and according to ſome learned Men, no 
« Tranſlation, but an Original: So that we have 
«© loſt St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel, and a Greek 
« one, of whoſe Authority we know nothing, is 


< tranſmitted to us in its ſtead.” To this Ob- 


jection the Vindicator ſpake p. 74, 75, 76, ſhew- 


ing, that the Fathers, in their conſtant and una- 


nimous Tradition, are our Authority for the pre- 
ſent Greek of St. Matthew, be it Verſion or be it 
Original ; That the early Hereticks not only ne- 
ver denied, but 7acizly allowed it to be genuine, 
by the Principles on which they defended their 

Tenets againſt that and other Scriptures : viz. 
That they were the Correctors of the Apoſtles; that 


the Truth is not to be learned from the Scriptures ; 


that they alone had found out the ſincere Truth. 
Whereas had the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthero, 


then in the Hands of the Church, lain under any 


Suſpicion of being either an unfaithful Verfion or 


a faulty Copy from that Evangeliſt's Original, they 


would certainly have objected to the Genuineneſs 
of that Goſpel, and not have been reduced to the 
immodeſt Shifts above- mentioned. To the Teſti- 


mony 


„err e wc wer 0 2 * 


mony of the Fathers, the Defender (p. 38.) op- 


poſes Calumny; ſaying, that 7hey were Strangers 
to Criticks, and credulous to the higheſt Degree of 
Folly and Madneſs. But this he ſays, not only 
without Proof, but againſt evident Fact. For the 


Ages, to which we appeal, produced Writers of 


Learning and Genius, and were by no means cre- 
dulous in receiving Books into their Canon of 
inſpired Writings, as is well known from the 
Hiſtory of the doubted Epiſiles. Beſides which, 


the Chriſtians of thoſe Times were Men who dai- 


ly expoſed their Lives in Defence of Doctrines 
contained in our Firſt Goſpel, which it is incre- 
dible to think they would have done, without be- 
ing fully ſatisfied whoſe it uu, and from whom 
they received it. Thar Perſons therefore of their 
Character, and who were not unanimous as to the 


Genuineneſs of ſome other Scriptures, ſhould u- 


niverſally agree about the Author and inſpired- 
Character of our Firſt Goſpel, could proceed from 


nothing but the ſtrongeſt Evidence of its Authen- 


ticity. To the Silence of the early Hereticks and 


their not denying the Genuineneſs of the Church's 


Goſpel, even when pinched by Teſtimonies raken 
thence, the Defender replies only by aſking a 
Queſtion: IF /o, (ſays he) why were they not re- 

ceived by them? Though he knows, at the ſame 


Time, that the Vindicator had fully anſwered 


that Queſtion, by ſetting down the particular 
Principles, upon which the Hereticks refuſed to 


be concluded by the confeſſed Writings of the 


Apoſtles. He repeats again (p. 39.) © that Mat- 
« thew wrote in Hebrew; that the Goſpel we 


have is of Greek Original; therefore, if any 


G « "Truſt 


: (42) 
« Truſt is due to Tradition, it cannot be the ſame 
with Matthew's: the Concluſion (adds he) is 
firm and unavoidable.” But, in my Opinion, 
this Reaſoning is not firm either in Premiſes or 
Concluſion. Fit, not in the Premiſes. For 
that the Goſpel we have is of Greek Original, has 
been and is yet denied by many learned Men, 
whoſe Names are ſet down, Reply, p. 132. Se— 
condly, ſuppoſing our preſent Greek of St. Mat- 
thew to be an Original, what ſhould hinder it 
from having been written in that Language by 
the Apoſtle himſelf, for the Uſe of the Gentiles, 


among whom he went to preach, after he left 


his own Countrymen in Poſſeſſion of his Hebrew 
Goſpel, written for their immediate Uſe? This 
was hinted at, as a Poſſible, if not a probable Cafe, 
Reply, p. 122, and therefore ſhould have been con- 
ſidered by the Defender, before he pronounced his 
Concluſion unavoidable, Our Author ſtill pur- 
ſues the Fathers, as no competent Witneſles to 
the Tradition in Difpute, becauſe they were He- 
reticks and all fierce Party-Men, whereas the 
Point is denied by no Party among the Antients 
| ſave the Mamchees, who late in the Third Cen- 


5 tury denied the whole New Teſtament. He con- 


cludes this Objection with ſaying, p. 40.) *I do 
« not remember that any of the Fathers ever at- 
< tempted to juſtify in any formed Diſcourſe, 
« ſupported by Evidence, their own Goſpels, in 
« Oppoſition to thoſe canonized by other Chri- 
&« ſtians, called Hereticks.” The Defender may 
be much in the right to fix the Iſſue of the Thing 
here in Queſtion, upon what he remembers out of 
the Fathers, and alſo to intrench his Point with ſo 
5 | many 


| 
; 
; 
s 
5 
4 


> 3. 
many Ladd But others can remember, 
that the Fathers have ſaid a great deal on chis 


Subject: particularly, that Tertullian, in his 4 


Book againſt Marcion, c. 5. a Diſkourſe- formed 


with that Writer's uſual Care and Acuteneſs, ſup- 
ports the Churches Goſpels from their undeniable 


Antiquity and Reception in all the Apotolical 
Churches: whilſt Marcion's Goſpel was novel, 


- plainly, that of St. Lake curtailed in ſome Parts, 
and in others altered to his own Purpoſes; and 


laſtly, received no where but in the Conventicles 
of his. upſtart Sect. Much in the ſame Manner 


Irendus, before him, aſſerted the canonical Go- 


ſpels to have been delivered by the Apoſtles: 


whilſt Valentinuss Goſpel, called the Goſpel of 


Truth was, as he affirms, nom olim conſcriptum, 
but lately written. Iren. I. 3 c. 11. Here was no 


_ Occaſion for Evidence, becauſe the principal Fats 


in the Antiquity of the Church's Goſpels, and the 
Novelty of the heretical ones, were confeſſed on 
all Sides. Indeed, the great Fortreſs of the He- 
reticks was, not their written Scriptures, but a 
pretended Oral Tradition * from the Apoſtles, of 


which each of the Hereſiarchs gave out that him- 
ſelf was the Depofitory. And this obliged the Fa- 


thers above mentioned to labour chiefly the Point 


of Apoſtolical Tradition, thereby to ſhew that the 


heretical Tenets were as oppoſite thereto, as mey 


were to the Apo/folical Writings. 
The och Objection affirms, firf?, „that we 
„ have no Authority certain or to be depended 


< on, that the Goſpel in Debate was in being, in 


* This is affirmed by Irenens, J. 3. adverſ. Hareſ c. 2. 


2 n 


(44) 
ce the Firſt Century. Secondly, that it =} near 
* the Concluſion of the Second Age, before it was 
« cited as St. Matthew's Goſpel Thirdly, that at 
de beſt it is but a Tranſlation, which at no time 
* can be a proper Foundation for our Faith and 
« Hope, much leſs when the Tranſlator is un- 


„ known, and the Tranſlation itſelf never exa- _ 


« mined into or compared with the Original.” 

As to the firſt Part of the Objection, if by Au- 
thority certain and to be depended on, the Defender 
means expreſs Evidence from the Writings of 


that Age, we confeſs it: nor is the Want of ſuch 
Evidence to be wondered at. For, beſides the 
New Teſtament, we have no Writings of that 
Age extant, fave the Epiſtles of Clemens Romanus 
and Barnabas and the Paſtor of Hermas, ſhort 


Tracts containing few New Teſtament Citations, 
and thoſe generally without naming either Books 
Or Authors. But nevertheleſs, even from theſe 


| it appears highly probable, that our Greek of St. 


Matthew exiſted in the Firſt Century. 
For in the Epiſtle of Clemens and Barnabas, 
are Paſſages or however Expreſſions plainly ta- 


ken from St. Matthew's Goſpel, as we now have 
it. The Defender, 1* Def. p. 64. had objected 


to the Epiſtle of Clemens, that it was of uncer- 


rain Date. Bur tho' he was ſer right as to that 


Particular, Repl. E 148. and the Date of it from, 
the Internals of the Piece itſelf proved to be ear- 
lier than the Deſtruction of Jeruſalem ; no No- 
tice is taken of that in the ſecond Defence, but 
the old Objection repeated. He now ſays fur- 
&« ther, it was of fo little Account with the An- 


< tients that they loſt it,” Whereas nothing in 


all 


(45) 
all Antiquity 18 more unqueſtionable than the 
High Eſteem Chriſtians had for this Epiſtle . 
They carefully preſerved it and generally read it 
in their Religious Aſſemblies. We are ſure it 
was in being ſo late as the middle of the Ninth 
Century; when Photius + ſpeaks of it. How 
much longer it continued to be known, I am not 
able to ſay. But we ſee the Loſs of it cannot 
be charged on the Antients and the little Account 
they made of it. Probably the Calamities that 
| afterwards befel the Greek Church occaſioned its 
Diſuſe, as to the ſame Cauſe we owe the Loſs of 
many invaluable Pieces of Antiquity. Our Au- 
thor adds, that it was but imperfectly retriev'd. 
Tho I think there is but one Hiatus in that E- 
piſtle, which no way takes from the Credit of 
what is remaining. In the Bottom of p. 43. the 
Defender notes, that Clemens's firſt Epiſtle, ac- 
cording to Le Clerc, is great Part of it ſtole out 
of the Stromata of Clemens Alex. Artis Crit. 
Part. 3. S. 2 c. 5. But in the ſelf fame Place, 
Le Clerc nevertheleſs pronounces the Epiſtle Ge- 
nuine, Which is all we want to prove its being 
wrote in the firſt Century. The Defender pro- 
ceeds and ſays, the Epiſtle of Clemens hath but 
one Quotation in all pretended to be taken 
« from the New Teſtament, which conſiſts of 
e ſeveral Scraps of Sentences put together, ex- 
« cerped here and there (as ſuppoſed) from it, 
« but which may as well be referred to Homer 
« or Virgil.” Anſwer, Beſides expreſs mention 


* See Cave's Hiſt. Literar. p. 18. 
+ Photii Biblioth. Cod. 126. 


of 


( 


Fd 


4 46 Hp 
of St. Paul's firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians and 
of the Subject of that Epiſtle; beſides many Al- 
lufions evidently taken from other Writings of 
that Apoſtle, particularly from Heb. c. 1. a large 
Part of which Clement makes uſe of, without ci- 


| ting it, (c. 36.) J ſay beſides all this, in his 130 


© Remember, ſays he, the Words of our Lord 
J eject which he ſpake, ſaying: © Be ye merciful 
and ye ſball obtain Mercy; forgive and ye ſhall 
be forgiven; as ye do fo ſhall it be done unto you; 


e as ye judge fo ſhall ye be judged; as ye are 


e kind to others fo ſhall God be kind to you; with 
« what Meaſure ye mete with the ſame ſhall it be 
« meaſured to you again. And c. 46. Remember 
« the Words of our Lord Jeſus, how he ſaid, Wo 
&« to that Man: It were good for him, if be had 


« not been born, than that he ſhould offend one of 


« mine Elec; it were better that a Millſtone were 
te fied about him and be caſt into the Sea than 
ce that he ſhould offend one of my little Ones. 
Every one remembers theſe Words, with very 
ſmall Alterations, in the New Teſtamen . The 
Defender therefore, who affirms they may as well 
be referred to Homer or Virgil, mult either be an 
abſolute Stranger to thoſe Authors or to common 


Modeſty. 


The Epiſtle of Barnabas, he tells us, p. 43- 
2s generally agreed to be a Forgery, Which if 
true, would be impertinent, unleſs it ſhould ap- 


pear to have been forged later than the firſt 


Century, but really the thing itſelf is falſe. For 
our preſent learned Metropolitan ſtrongly aſſerts 
its Genuineneſs, as did before him, Primate Uſher, 


Biſhop Pearſon and Dr. Cave, three as great An- 


tiquaries 


( 47) 


tiquaries as any Age or Nation has produced, be- 
ſides others. Enſebius indeed reckoned this Epi- 


ſtle among the 74 nh, not meaning thereby, 


Forgeries, as our Author's Note aſſerts, but Books 


that were not admitted into the Canon of Scrip- 
ture. And in no other Senſe did Jerom pronounce 


it Apocryphal, For he own'd its Genuineneſs: 


Which evinces it to be a Writing of the firſt 
Age and conſequently for our Turn. Further, 
the Defender ſays, Mr. Jones has proved the E- 
piſtle of Barnabas to have been written by ſome 
Pagan, which, if true, hurts not us, unleſs he had 


likewiſe proved that Pagan to have lived after 
the ft Century. In a Word, theſe two Writers 


of the firſt Age probably cite from St. Matthew, 
and certainly from written Goſpels, which to the 
Defender, at leaſt, is an Argument that they ci- 
ted from the Churches Goſpels. For, according 
to him (1* Def. p. 63. third Note at che Bottom) 


there is no certain Teftimony that any one Apocry- 


| phal Goſpel was extant in the firſt Age. 


The ſecond Part of the tenth Objection is, that 
St. Matthew's Goſpel is not cited by Name, till 
near the Concluſion of the ſecond Century. This 


the Defender, p. 41, 42. fays, is a very ill Fre- 


« ſage, and too late in Time, one would think, 
to be of any Service to the pretended Author.” 


= Bur why ſo? Irenaus, the firſt Writer extant, 
that cites this Goſpel as St. Matthew's, flouriſhed, 


according to Cave, An. 167. very little more than 
one Age after St. Matthew's Goſpel was publiſh- 


ed, in which Time the Author of a Book in dai- 


Iy uſe, could not be forgotten or become uncer- 
tain, Ir is indeed ſurprizingly impudent in our 


Author 
8 


(46) 


Author to ſay it might, who himſelf (in this ve- 


ry ſecond Defence, p. 56.) calls a Tradition of 


300 Years, a Tradition of fo ſhort a flanding, 
that it was next to impoſſible the Nazarenes ſhould 
be deceived in it, conceawing their Goſpel, Be- 
ſides, Ireneus, at the Time of his Writing, was 


old enough to know the Tradition of the Church 


in this Point, for co Years upwards. In Effect 
therefore, his is a Teſtimony little more than 50 
Vears later than the Fact under Inquiry. Fur- 


ther ſtill, Irenæus, in his younger Days, had been 
inſtructed by Polycarp, a Diſciple of St. Jobn, 


from whom he muſt be preſum'd to have recei- 
ved ſufficient Knowledge in a Matter of ſo high 
Concern, as the Genuineneſs of the four Goſ- 
pels. So that the Teſtimony of [#eneus reſolves 
it ſelf at laſt, into the Teſtimony of the Apoſto- 
lical Age, and therefore is deciſive on our Side in 
the Controverſy before us. 
The Defender had confidently maintained (1* 
Def. p. 15.) © that the firſt Evidence we have 
« for aſcertaining any Author of the Books of the 


Ne Teſtament (i. e. the firſt who aſcribes any 


« of them to Authors by Name) is Trenæus. 
This the Vindicator ( Reply p. 24, 25.) proves to 

be a grievous Falſhood, appealing, among other 
Authors, antienter than Irenæus, to Papias, who 
(Anno 110.) mentions St. Matthew and St. Mark, 
as the certain Authors of their reſpective Goſpels. 
Our Author, taking this Teſtimony apart from 


the Octation of it, makes the Vindicator affirm 


from thence, chat our firſt Goſpel (i. e. the pre- 
ſent Greek Goſpel) is aſcertained to be St. Mat- 
thew's, and that it is urged to remove a Doubt, 

whether 


T 


w 
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(49). 
whether it be not a different one from that Evan- 
geliſts original Hebrew one. And becauſe it is 
not full to a Purpoſe with which the Vindicator 
had no Concern, when he produced ir, the De- 


fender inſults greatly. But after all, to abate his 


imaginary Victory, he may pleaſe to obſerve, that 
the Teſtimony of Papias to the Goſpel of St. 
Mark indirectly proves, that the Greek of St. 
Matthew was in Being long before Ann. 1 10, and 
conſequently was earlier than the Second Centu- 
y, and even as old as the Apoſtles themſelves. 
Por Papias aſſerts, that St. Mark wrote his Goſpel 


From the Preaching of St. Peter. But tis next to 


certain, that he had ſeen the Greek of St. Mat- 
thev, by the many ſimilar Expreſſions in his Go- 
ſpel. Nay, the Defender carries the Point far- 
x uk and thinks, that St. Matthew's Goſpel 

was only a licentious Copy or Abridgment of St. 
Matthew's Greek. The Teſtimony of Papras 
therefore, in Effect proves what the Defender 
quarrels with it for not proving, vig. that it is as 
old as St. Matthew's Time, and conſequently, that 
it could not differ from his Original. I ſhall only 


obſer ve further, upon this Head, that our Author, 


who, when he had a Turn to ſerve, was ſo in- 
dulgent to Tradition, as to allow that one 300 
Years old was of ſhort Standing and could ſcarce 
poſſibly deceive, is ſo ſcandalouſly partial, in theCaſe 
of Papiass Account, which was barely 50 Years 


later than the Fact ic mentions. as to ſay, that 
bis Teftimony comes too late in Time to prove any 


thing certain. _ 
The third and laſt Part of the Tenth Objection 
is, That the preſent Greek of St. Matthew is 
H . 


(o) 
c but a Tranſlation, which at no Time can be a 
& proper Foundation of our Faith and Hope, 
« much leſs when the Tranſlator is not known, 
« and the Tranſlation. itſelf never examined into, 
« or compared with the Original. To which 1 
anſwer, firſt, that the Foundation of the Cavil be- 
fore us is very precarious. For the Defender himſelf 
has often told us, that many learned Men earneſt- 
ly contend, that our Greek of St. Matthew is no 
Tranſlation, but an Original of that Evangeliſts. 
Nor has he himſelf any Reaſon to ſuppoſe other- 
wiſe. Becauſe the main Strength of the contrary 
Belief. reſts upon the Tradition of the Fathers, 
which our Author, on all other Occaſions, rejects 
with the utmoſt Contempt. So that the preſent 
Objection affects not the Goſpel of St. Matthew, 
but thoſe Believers only, who cannot be perſua- 
ded to give up a Tredition, which they think 
neceſſarily ſuppoſes. our preſent. Greeꝶ to be only 
a Tranſlation. And yet perhaps after all, the early 
Tradition that St. Matthew wrote originally in 
Hebreu, may be conſiſtent with the Opinion of 
thoſe who take his preſent Greeꝶ Goſpel to be no 
Tranſlation, but to have been originally what it 
now is. For though that Tradition is as early as 
the Beginning of the Second Century, yet Ferom, 
towards the End of the Fourth is, I think, the 
firſt who, in direct Terms, ſpeaks of our Greek 
Goſpel as a Tranſlation. Poſſibly therefore they 
did not mean to intimate that it was ſuch, or 
however were very dubious in the Matter. If 
they had been clear as to its being a Tranſlation, 
it is ſtrange that we ſhould have no earlier Con- 
| jectures about the Perſon who tranſlated it. For 
in 


p » WW 3 


(5r) 
in the Caſe of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, the 

Writers of the /econd Century, who took the pre- 
ſent Greek to be only a Tranſlation, immediately 


_ aſcribed the Verſion of it, as their Judgments led 
them. Whereas no one, that I can find, aſſigned 


any particular Tranſlator of St. Matthew's He- 


Brew, till the Author of the Synop is Scripture, 


under the Name of Athana/ius, in the Fifth Cen- 


tury, named James the Leſs, as Anaſtaſius Sioni- 


ta, in the Age following, did St. Luke and St. 


Paul; and laſt of all Theophyla#, five Centuries 


afterwards, gueſſed St. John to be the Man. Now, 
the different Conduct of the ancient Fathers in 
two Caſes neafly the ſame, cannot, I think, fo 


well be accounted for, as by ſuppoſing that, where- 


as they deemed St. Paul wrote to his Countrymen 
in Hebrew only, they ſuppoſed it not unlikely, 
that St. Matthew publiſhed Two Originals of his 
Goſpel, one in Hebrew, for the Uſe of the Fews 


after his Departure from them, the other after- 


wards in Greek, for the Sake of the Gentiles to 


| whom he afterwards preached. Since therefore 


it is at leaſt dubious, whether our preſent Greek 
Goſpel be a Tranſlation or not, we might excuſe 
ourſelves from any further Reply to what the De- 


fender builds on the Afirmative Side of that Que- 


ſtion, 'till he has made his Foundation ſurer. But 
to let him and his Friends fee, how willing we 
are to give all poſſible Satisfaction, even to their 
ill-grounded Scruples, I proceed 

Secondly, to anſwer, that admitting our preſent 
Greek of St. Matthew to be a T ranſlation, it is 


utterly unreaſonable in him to ſay, that a Tran- 


lation can at no time be a — Foundation for 


( 52) 
our Hope and Faith. For that which makes any 
Writings ſuch a Foundation, is our Aſſurance that 
they contain the Will of God concerning our 
Faith and Practice. And till our Author ſhall 
pleaſe to aſſign a Reaſon, why a Tranſlation can 
at no time convey to us the Mind of God, as well 
as the inſpired Original itſelf, we have no Reaſon 
to credit his bare Affirmation, that it cannot. 
Thirdly, Tho the Tranſlator of St. Matthew's 
Hebrew into our preſent Greek (ſuppoſing it ever 
to have been tranſlated) be not known, and the 
Tranſlation was never (that we certainly know of) 
compared with the Original, ſtill may it be a pro- 
per Foundation of our Faith and Hope: becauſe 
the Perſons, whoſe Buſineſs it was to take Care 
that this Tranſlation, if it was ſuch, ſhould be 
examined and verified by a Collation with the O- 
riginal, were Men ſcrupulouſly exact about the 
Reception of Scripture Books (as became thoſe _ 
who were daily in Danger of Death for their Re- 
ligion ) and wanted neither Learning nor Judg- 
ment for ſuch a Work. The contrary indeed is 
maintained by the Defender, who denies the firſt 
Chriſtians both Literature and good Senſe, and is 
oſitive, that no one Member of the Gentile Church 
_ underſtood the Hebrew Language, and that @ Chri- 
ſtian and a Liar avere the ſame thing: they being 
notorious all the World over for Impoſture. But 
tor ſuch heavy Charges, he ſcarce offers a ſingle 
Evidence, and we are happily able to refute them 
all. As to the Firſt, we have ſufficient Remains 
of the early Fathers, which convince us, that 
they had the Literature of thoſe T'imes, and like- 
with Skill to uſe it. For the Second, it is incre- 
ET dible 
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dible that the Gentile Church, which in the firſt 
Times lived every where intermixed with the 
Jews of the Diſperſion, ſhould have none of St. 
Matthew's Hebrew Copies, nor any, knowing e- 
nough in that Language, to compare the Greer 


Verſion with it, and to aſcertain its Fidelity. 
Laſtly, that the Chriſtians were notorious for ly- 
ing and impoſture, he concludes from the Cha- 
racter given of the Jews by their Heathen Ene- 
mies, taking it for granted that a Chriſtian and 
a Few were uniſon in the Heathen World. But T' 
think we have only one Inſtance of the two * 
Names being confounded and that on a very dif- 
| ferent Occaſion. Beſides, to the Innocence of 
the firſt Chriſtians, with reſpe& to the Charge 
of Fraud, we have the Atteſtation of an Enemy, 
of Pliny, Trajan's Proconſul, who + writes to 
that Emperor, that the Renegadoes from Chriſti- 
anity, after having curs'd their Saviour had no- 
thing like this to ſay of his Followers; but on 
the other Hand, declar'd it to have been cuſto- 
mary at their Religious Aſſemblies to bind them 
ſelves by an Oath, againſt every Crime, and par- 
ticularly ne fidem fallerent, never to deceive. 
From the Character therefore of the primitive 
Chriſtians, we are morally certain, that due Care 
was taken, if St. Matthew's Greek was at all a 
Tranſlation, that it ſhould be a Faithful one. 
Fourthly, We would aſk the Defender, when 
he tells us p. 45. how eaſy it was for the Jewiſo 
Chriſtians to impoſe a falſe Goſpel under the 


* Smetonins in Vit. Claud. c. 2 5. 
F Plin, Ep. 97. 8 40 


Name 


th) 


Name of Matthew upon the Gentile Church, for ; 
bono? to what Purpoſe ſhould they do this? what 


End were they to ſerve by it? Does that Goſpel fa- 
vour the Fudaizers more than the others Goſpels, 


or does it patronize any Point of Doctrine or Pra- 


ctice, wherein the Fewr!/h Converts differed from 
the Gentiles? No; nothing of all this is preten- 
ded: So that the ſole Motive to Impoſture, in 
this Caſe, muſt have been the Pleaſure of decei- 
ving. Nay on the contrary this Goſpel appears 
of all others, to bear hardeſt againſt thoſe Chri- 
ſtians, who deſi red ſtill to be under the Law. For 


in the 5* c. we meet with authoritative Amend- 


ments to that Inſtitution and therein ſeems to 
have been the firſt Stroke given to its Repeal : 
To which we find nothing parallel in the other 


_ Goſpels. There it is, c. 23. V 23. and there on- 


ly, that the Moral Law is — to the Cere- 
monial, under the emphatical Name of the Ba- 


eure T8 vous, the weightier Matters of the Law, 


that Circumſtance being omitted by St. Luke 
c. 11. Y 42. To imagine therefore, was the 
thing ever ſo practicable, that the Jew:/h Chri- 
ſtians impoſed the preſent Goſpel of St. Matthew 
on the Gentiles, is to ſuppoſe them ſtrengthening 
the Side of their Adverſaries, and forging Apo- 


ſtolical Authorities againſt themſelves: than which 


nothing can be more abſurd or irrational. And 


ſince the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew: appears 
thus particularly. adverſe to the Fudaizing Caule, 
we may farther aſſure ourſelves, that as thoſe 
Hereticks would not impoſe a falſe Goſpel of 


this Sort, upon the Gentiles: So for the ſame 


Reaſon, they would prevent the like Fraud from 
every. 
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every other Quarter. 'They underſtood Hebrew 


and were able to undeceive the Gentile Church, 


jf a falſe Tranſlation of St. Matthew's Goſpel had 


been palmed upon them; and we find their Inte- 


reſt would have inclin'd them to make the Dif- 
covery. The Silence therefore and Submiſſion 
of theſe Men to the Genuineneſs of that Goſ- 
pel, is an Aſſurance to us, that no foul Play 


could have been practiſed in tranſlating it, if the 


Greek one we have be a Tranſlation, 
Fifthly, if any Objection of this Kind had 


lain againſt our firſt Goſpel, how came it to ef- 


cape the Malice. and Sagacity of the Emperor 
Julian. He had been a Chri/tian and knew the 


Tradition that Matthew's Goſpel had been ori- 


ginally written in Hebrew. If therefore he, who 


lived ſo much nearer the Times of this preſu- 
med Tranſlation, had nothing to ſay againſt the 


Care employed therein, but owned this Goſpel 


to be the Work of St. Matthew, as it is known 


| he did, how vain is it in the Defender to ſtart 
ſuch Suſpicions 1300 Years after. 


Laſtly, if reaſonable Evidence would fatisfy 
our Author, that good Care was taken to authen- 
ticate the Greek of St. Matthew. he has been al- 
ready told, how Euſebius (H. E. I. 3. c. 24.) in- 
forms us, that St. John the Apoſtle ſaw and ap- 
proved it. If therefore Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory is 


to be credited, the Genuineneſs of our firſt Greet 


Goſpel is above all juſt Suſpicion. But if, as our 


 Adverſary pretends, Tradition concerning Facts 
is not to be depended on, had the Verification of 


St. Matthew's Goſpel, in all its Forms, been re- 
corded in Euſebius, it would ſtill have been re- 
| 1 jected, 


N _ _ 


4 jected, on the ſame Grounds wich the Atteſtation 


of St. John abovementioned. So that it is im- 


poſſible for Unbelievers of our Author's Stamp 
to receive the Sadtsſaction they: call for in this 
Feint. J 


Objection the 1 75 (24 Def p- 46, 47. ) relates 


to ſome internal Marks in this Goſpel which are 
ſaid to ſhew that the ſame is praſjably a Work 
of the ſecond Age. 


I paſs over thoſe pretended Marks of Spal 


ouſneſs, which have been already ſpoken to: Such 
as the Genealogy; the Time of Jeſuss Nativity, 


and the Facts related in the ſecond Chapter of 
St. Matthew. 


he firſt new Mark of this Sort is taken from 
Mat. c. 23. v. 35. That upon you may come all the 
righteous Blood ſhed upon the Earth, from the Blood 
of righteous Abel unto the Blood of Zacharias, the 
Son of Barachias, whom ye flew between the Tem- 


ple and the Altar. Which Zacharias, adds he, 
ve learn from Joſephus, was ſlain in the Com- 


« motions, immediately preceding the Siege and 


<« Deſtruction of Jeruſalem, which fell out An. 
« 70, ſome Years after this Goſpel is pretended 


« to have come to light. 
But how will he prove that the Zacharias of 
St. Matthew is the very Perſon ſpoken of by Jo- 


ſephus and no other. Some Appearances are a- 


gainſt him: Particularly that Zoſephus's Zacharias 
is not called the Son of Barachias, but of Baru- 


| chus, which were different Names, as Dr. Mhitby, 


upon the Place has obſerv'd and prov'd. Be- 


fides, to have made his Objection good, he ſhould. 


firſt have proved chat the nnn Zacharias 
could 


| Foo put to Death in the Court of the Lord's 
| Houſe, and who, at his Death, left this Burden | 
upon his Murderers, the Lord look upon it and 
be it. This laſt Circumſtance is fo agreea- 
ble to the Occaſion of Mat. 23. 35. as to make 


it exceeding probable. that this was the Zacha- 


rias intended by the Evangeliſt, who conſequent- | 


ly did not blunder, as is pretended, nor make 
our Lord ſpeak of a Fact as paſt in his own 
Life time, which did not happen till near 40 Nears 


after h's deceaſe. It is confeſſed this Zacharias 


ſpoken of, 2 Chron. 24. 20. 1s there called not the 
Son of Barachias, but of Febojada: Bur ſtill Za- 


 charias's Father might have boch thoſe. Names *, 


nothing being more frequent in Scripture, than 


for the ſame Perſon in different Places to be ſpo- 
ken of under different Names. We grant like- 


wiſe, that this does not appear to have been the 


Caſe of our Zachariab's Father, but then we in- 


ſiſt upon it, that till the Defender had made the 
contrary appear, he had no Reaſon for charging 
St. Matthew as he does. 

The Defender farther blames the Paſſaze we 


have been conſidering, p. 49. © as containing a 
« Condemnation and Judgment on the Fo1fh 


« Nation, which is vain, irrational, and repug- 


« nant to the Word of God and to natural Ju- 
« ſtice. But Grotius, on the Place, had anti- 
cipated this Cavil, by explaining the Words 


* See Biſhop Kidder h Demoultration of the Mean, p 2. c. 3. 


. thus, 


\ 


thus, That the Puniſhment of the Fews in the 
« Deſtruction of Feru/alem ſhould be ſo dread- 
ful, as that ir ſhould ſeem ſufficient for all 
e the Murders that had ever been committed. 
And yet, adds he, they ſhould not equal, much 
&« leſs exceed their Deſerts. ” 
His laſt Proof of the late writing of our. firſt 
Goſpel from its internals, (2% Def. p. 49.) is ta- 
ken from Mat 27. 7, 8. And they took Counſel 
and bought the Potters Field to bury Strangers in. 
Wherefore that Field was called the Field of Blood 
UNTO THIS DAV. Which Expreſſion, 
« unto this Day, he ſays, always imports a con- 
« fiderable Length of Time, ſometimes many A- 
ce ges, but, in the Old Teſtament, where it fre- 
« quently occurs, never leſs than an Age (or a 
« Century) paſt.” Anſwer. See on the con- 
trary Deut. 11. 4. where Moſes ſays, Know what 
God did unto the Army of Egypt, unto their Hor- 
ſes and their Chariots, how he made the Water of 
the Red Sea to overflow them, as they purſued af- 
ter you, and how the Lord hath deſtroyed them un- 
to this Day. For here, unto this Day manifeſtly _ 
imports no more length of Time than 40 Years 
paſt. This Inſtance therefore proves nothing, 
but that the Defender can be very poſitive with- 
out Grounds. 8 
Ob jection the 125 muſt firſt be ſtated as it was 
offered in the Beginning of this Controverſy, the 
Defender having now made a very different thing 
of it and ſtill repreſenting it to be the ſame that 
was anſwered, Vindication, p. c 49g. 
The Diſſertator then, p. 72. had objected to 
the Genuineneſs of the firſt and ſecond aer 
| QI. 


n . 
of St. Matthew, that they were not found in the 
Goſpel of Mark, © which, adds he, by moſt Di- 
«vines antient and modern is conceived to be 
« but an Epitome of Matthew's.” To this it 
was truly and pertinently replied, Vindic. p. 94. 
“ That of the Antients, St. Auſtin is the only 
« one who ſuppoſes Mari's Goſpel to be an E- 
« pitome (i. e. but or only or a mere Epitome. 
ſuch as the Diſſertator had repreſented it) © of 
« St, Matthew's, and that Moderns have proved 
ce the contrary, particularly Father Simon (Crit. 
Hiſt. of N. T. P. 1. c. 10.) who well obſerves, 
«© That St. Mark cannot paſs for a ſimple Abbre- 
ce viator of St. Matthew, becauſe he ſometimes 
delivers Matters more at large than St. Mat- 
ce thew does.” And do not the Words here ci- 
ted from Father Simon prove what the Vindica- 
tor wanted from them, vi. that St. Mark does 
not always abbreviate St. Matthew, and that 
therefore, the firſt and ſecond Chapters of St. Mat. 
thew are not the leſs Genuine, for not being found 
in St. Mark's Goſpel What then does our Au- 
thor mean by ſaying (2 Def. p. 50.) that the Vin- 
dicator durſt not rep at Pere Simon's Words? On- 
ly, that he did not repeat the preceding Words of 
that Critick, which are, © That St. Mark ſome- 
times epitomizeth, as if he had a Deſign on- 
« ly of making an Abſtract of the Goſpel of 
« St, Matthew.” Words, that he had no Oc- 
caſion to repeat: becauſe, if true, they do not 
at all ſerve the Objection. For it is not at all 
ſurprizing, the two firſt Chapters of St Matthew 
tho' extant in the Copy of St. Mark, ſhould not 
be found in his Goſpel, which according to Pere 
I 2 Simon 


( 60 ) 


Simon is ſometimes only and not conftantly an Ab- 


breviation of St. Matthew. The Defender there- 
fore vainly boaſts, that the Vindicator is atfolute- 
ly refuted by his own cited Authority. 


The 12" Objection, as new vamp'd in the 24 


| Defence, p. 50. ſtands thus. If Mark's Goſ- 
Apel is divine, Mattheu's cannot be fo too, ſince 
« the one is apparently but a licentious Copy or 


« Abridgment of the other, which cannot be 


« imputed to the Holy Gho/!, who never ſteals 
« from one Mans Works to give to another, or 


« nauſeates our Minds with Tautology and Im- 


«« pertinence. ' 

To which I anſwer, firſt, chat this Argument 
tho numbered among the Objections to St. Mat- 
thew's Goſpel, ſtrikes only or principally at that 
of St. Mark. Secondly, I deny the Foundation 
of his Reaſoning, that Sc. Mark's Goſpel is ap- 
parently but a /centious Copy or Abridgment of 
St. Matthew's: I affirm that the contrary is ap- 
parent from the Goſpel itſelf. And to let the 
Defender ſee the Vindicator is able to find more 
and more momentous Differences, than what are 


ſet down, Vindic. p. 94, 95. he may obſerve this 
abundantly made good in the * Note ſubjoined. 


* St. Mark c 1. v. 29, 30, 31. relates what Matt her c. 8. ſpeaks 
of only in v. 14. 15. 101d. v. 35, 36, 37, 38, 39. are not in St. Mat- 
thew. Ibid. "The 6 lait-veries anſwer to 4 in Matthew, 

Chap. 2. The 12 firſt Veries expreſs what Mat. c. 9. compriſes in 
8 only. hid. v. 18, 19, 20, 21, 22. anſwer to a Verſes in Mat- 
thew's th Chapter. 


Chap. 3. v. 9,.— 12. and alſo v. 20, 21, not found in St. Mat- 
theo. | | | 
Chap. 4. v. 26, 29, not in Matthervy. 1hi4. St. Mark relates 


the Parable of the Muſtard-Seed more largely than St. Mat. c. 13. 
and in different one her Ars | 
Beſides 
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Beſides, though St. Mark ſometimes uſes the Ex- 
preſſions of Sf Matthew, he very often is ſingu- 


Jar in this Point. His Language abounds with 
Latin Words made Greek, to ſuch a Degree, as to 


furniſh ſome learned Men with a Suſpicion, that 
his Goſpel was firſt written in Latin. In a Word, 
the Similitude in Style, between theſe two Go-- 
ſpels is ſo near, as to make it almoſt unque- 
ſtionable, that I Mark had ſeen the Greek Go- 
ſpel of St. Matthew, when he wrote his own. 
But yet the Difference between them, in other 


Reſpects, is too great to juſtify the Defender in 
calling the One à licentious Copy or Abridgment of 
the Other: and therefore, the Objection, built up- 


on that Notion, affects neither St. Matthew's Go- 
ſpel nor St. Mark Y : 


Chap. 5. The Ga larene Demoniac fills 20 Verſes; and in Mat. c. 


8. only 7 Verſes. 1bi4. The Ruler's Daughter and Cure of the Vue 
EP ow takes up 22 Verſes; and in Mat. c. 9. but 16. 


hep. 6. Verſes 12, 13, not in Mat. 15id. The Impriſonment 
i; Death of the Baptiſt, related in 13 Verſes; which Events Mat. 
c. 14. ſpeaks of in 10 Verſes only. Lid. The Miracle of the Loaves 
takes up 11 Verſes, and 8 only Mat. c. 14 . Ibid. Veries 53, 54. 55. 
56, anſwer to 3 Verſes, Mat. c. 14. 

Chap. 7. The firſt 23 Verſes are upon a Subject that fills but 20, 
Mat. c. 15. bid. The deaf and dumb Demoniac is treated of in 6 
Verſes, and by Matthez, c. 9, only in 3. 

Chap. 8. The firſt 9 Verſes Ie the ſecond Miracle of the 75 
of which Matthew ſpeaks only in 7 Verſes. 1634. Verſes 22———26 
are not found in St. Matthew. 

Chap. 9. Verſes 17 27, in all 11, expreſs what Mat. c. 17, 
takes up no more than 7. 464. Verſes 38, 39, are not found in Mat- 
tbew's Goſpel. 

Chap. 10. St. Mari is more large upon Marriage and Divorce A 


St. Matthew. Ibid. Verſes 13, 14, 1 5, 16, anſwer only to 3 Neuſes 
in St. Matthezp. 


Chap. 11. v. 16, occurs not in Mattheev. 
Chap. 12. Verſes 41 44, not in Mettheeo; nor v. 12, of the 
13th Chapter. Many Inſtances alſo might be given, where St. Mark 


is as large, on | the Subject he ſpeaks to, as St. Matt hero. 


The 


85 

The thirteenth and laſt Objection is very diffe⸗ 
rent from what it was in the Diſſertation and 
Firſt Defence. For there it proceeded on a Sup- 
poſition, that the original Hebrew of St. Matthew 
had been adulterated by the Nazarenes and Ebio- 
nites; here, that it was preſerved by thoſe Sects, 
and declared by Jerom and Epiphanius, to be the 


genuine Goſpel of St. Matthew, moſt entire, whilſt 
it differed from ours in all its Parts. But as the 


fame Arguments which diſproved the former State 
of the Objection, equally hold againſt the latter, 
I ſhall felt obſerve what the Vindicator replied; 

thea how the Defender ſupported the Objection; 
afterwards, how he was anſwered in the Reply; 

and laſtly conſider; what more we find on the Sub- 
ject, in the ſecond Defence. 


The Vindicator then, firſt of all, queſtions the _ 


Facts of the Objection, that the Nazarenes in St. 
Ferom's Days were ſprung from the firſt Chriſtian 

| Converts, and that they were poſſeſſed of St. 
Matthew's Hebrew Original; becauſe Epiphanius 
and Ferom, the pretended * Vouchers for theſe 


Facts, were late in Time, and pretend not to Hi- 
ſtory or Tradition for either of them: Laſtly, be- 


cauſe the Nazarenes and Ebionites did not pretend 
theirs was St. Matthew's Goſpel; nor indeed could 
they juſtly call it by any particular Apoſtle's 


Name, the Goſpel itſelf ſpeaking in the Name of 


all the Apoſtles jointly. 


Indeed Ferom ſays nothing of the Original of the Narren, ; and 
Epiphanius (in Nazar) freely owns, that he had nothing certain to de- 

liver concerning the Riſe of that Sect, whether they were before Ce- 
rinihus, or after him, or in part contemporary, tho in their firſt Ap- 
pearance, later. 


The 
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The Defender, on the other hand, labours to 


prove the firſt of theſe Facts, that the Nazarene 
Sect was ſprung from the firſt Chriſtian Converts, 
both from Scripture and Antiquity : (1% Def. p. 


51, 52, 53). For the ſecond Fact, that the Na- 


Zarenes and Ebionites, in the Cloſe of the Fourth 


Century, had the authentick Hebrew of St. Mar- 
thew, he offers little Proof, beſides a preſumed 
Conceſſion of the Vindicator's and his own Avow- 


al, that Jerom and Epiphanius, who report this 


Fact, were better Judges of the Matter, than the 
V. indicator. : 

The Reply largely anſwers all the Defender had 
offered from Scripture and Antiquity, for the 
Nazarenes of St. Jerom's Days, being deſcended 


| from the firſt Chriſtian Converts. As to the o- 
other Fact alſo, that they and the Ebionites in 


thoſe Days, had the authentick Hebrew of St. 
Matthew, he proves, that Ferom and Epiphanius 
had no Encouragement to report it. Firſt, not 
from the Sects themſelves, who never called their 
Goſpel St. Matthew's, but the Goſpel according tg 
the Hebrews. Nor 2dly, from Tradition. The 
Fathers, who mention the Goſpel according to the 
Hebrews, never call it St. Matthew's, but on the 
contrary, either ſuppoſe or affirm it to be Apo 


crypbal. Nor 3dly, from the Internals of the 


Goſpel itſelf, which from the extant Fragments 
of it, the Vindicator proved, was generally near- 
eſt to St. Luke's Goſpel ; ſeldom agreeing with St. 
Matthew, and once where it does, being plainly 
taken from the Greek of that Evangeliſt. 


Now let us ſee what 2d Defence Yi to all this. 


| Firſt then, that the immediate Diſciples of Teſus 


aſſumed 
3 


$ a ARE 
aſſumed to themſelves the Name of Nazarenes, 
after their Maſter, he gives Two Reaſons why he 
will not diſpute it. Firſt, Becauſe it is not very 
material to his preſent Point. Secondly, Nee 
the Defender has already proved it from Reaſon, 
from Scripture and the Evidence of all Antiqui- 
ty. Now, as to the firſt Reaſon, it is built on a 
moſt apparent Fal ſhood. The Fact he waves dif- 
kg about, is highly material to his preſent 
oint. For, if it be not clear, that the firſt Con- 
verts, for whoſe Sake St. Matthew wrote his He- 
brew Goſpel, called themſelves Nazarenes, what 
becomes of the Argument he afterwards uſes (p. 
56.) with no ſmall Oſtentation, that the Goſpel 
of the Nazarenes muſt have been the genuine 
Goſpel of St. Matthew, becauſe it was a Book 
publiſhed among themſelves, and came by Tradition 
of a ſhort Standing from their Fathers. Nor 1s 
his ſecond Reaſon ſatisfactory. For the Vindica- 
for, (Reply þ 115, &c.) had offered a particular 
Refutation of all his Pretences from Reaſon, 
Scripture and Antiquity. If therefore he had 
not had a better Reaſon than either of theſe, 
and which the Reader will eaſily gueſs at, the 
Defender would never have left off contending 
for ſo neceſſary a Point, as this is. As for the o- 
ther Fact, on which this 134 Objection is ſuper- 
_ ſtructed, vi. that the Nazarenes in 8 Days, 
had an authentick Copy of St. Matthew's Hebrew 
| Goſpel, and the Vindicator's Objection thereto, 
That they never called their Goſpel ſo, but he 
Goſpel according to the Hebrews, our Author (24. 
Def. p. 54.) pleads, © that the Nazarenes calling 
* their Goſpel that according to the Hebrews, did 
| cc nor 


( 65) 


« not thereby exclude Matthew from being the 


« real Owner thereof.” And who ſays it did? 
Bur ſtill it will be a good Preſumption, n they | 
did not believe it to be his, ſeeing they did noc 
prefix to it ſo advantageous a Name. He adds, 


That they called it e Hebrew Goſpel, by way 
of favourite Diſtinction and ſole Appropriation 
< ro themſelves” As if adding St. Matthew's 

Name, would have made the Diſtinction 4% 4 
Favourite one, or leſs appropriate, when all the reſt 
of the World had his Goſpel only in Grech, and 


that too a different one from theirs in Hebrew. 
Again, he ſays, (p. 58.) © If moſt Chriſtians [he 


* ſhould have added, of St. Ferom's Days] eſteemed 


* and called this Goſpel the authentick Goſpel of 
© St. Matthew, we can no longer doubt, but the 

<« took the Appellation from the Poſſeſſors of it, 
<« and that theſe, when they named the Author, 


« called it ſo too. For it ſhould ſeem incredi- 
« ble, that all che World ſhould ind out, nat 


* 


* 


this Goſpel was the authentick Hebrew of Mat- 
&« thew, and that the Hebrews themſelves ſhould 
« know nothing of it.” Very right. But we 
ſay, that * all the World did not find out any 
ſuch thing, and that they only ſurmiz'&'it upon 
{lender Grounds; and therefore, it is not at all 
incredible the Hebrews ſhould know nothi ug of it 


"themſeves. On the Contrary, it is utterly incre- 


dible they ſhould know their Goſpel to be that 


» Ambroſe, who was contemporary with Jeram and Epi is 
an Exception to the Univerſality of this Notion in their Tiines. For 
in the Preemium to his Comment on St. Lud, he calls this Goipel 
Evangelium quod dubdecim ſerip/ifje dicuntur. The Gujte! which tte 
tecelve [Apotile- <] are ſaid to have written. He therefore did not a- 
ſcribe it to St. Matthero particularly 
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of St. Matthew, which ſpake not in his ſingle 
Name, but in the Name of the Twelve Apoſtles. 
A Circumſtance, which is deciſive againſt all the 
Defender's Pretences, and yet, has never been 
confidered by him,. though mentioned and urged 
Vindication, p. 81. Indeed the Fact is unqueſtzon- 
able, and the Conſequences of admitting it are cb- 
vious. For which Reaſon, it has found no Places 
even in this full Anſwer of our Author's. 

The next Thing to be enquired into is, whether 
the Defender has found any Tradition older than 
Jerom and Epiphanius, for the Nazarene Goſpel's 
being the authentick Copy of St. Matthew's He- 
brew one, or has diſproved the Vindicator's Tradi- 
tion for the contrary. As to the former, he pretends, 
T think, to none, and charges the Want of it «© up- 
« on the deplorable Negligence and Ignorance of 
ec the Gentile Church; upon Origen's having been 
“ fo little in Paleſtine, and the ſmall Knowledge 
<« he had of the Jewiſh Affairs; and upon Eu ſebi- 
us being ſuch a Party-Man, that if he knew any 
« Good of the Fei Converts, he would not re- 
« port it.” Now, the Charge againſt the Gentile 
Church, of Neg/:gence and Ignorance, has been al- 
ready ſpoken to. As to Origen, he was twice in Pa- 
Iz/tine, where the Hebrew Chriſtians chiefly dwelt, 
and reſided there (according to Cave, Life of Origen, 
F 16.) at leaſt two Years. So that to ſay, he knew 
little of the Jewiſßh Affairs, conſidering the Op- 
portunities he had of getting ſuch Knowledge, 
the Inquiſitiveneſs of his Temper, and above all, 
his eminent Learning in their Language, is to 
ſpeak againſt all Probability. Euſebius was Biſhop 
of Caſarea in Paleſtine, and conſequently, living 

in 
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which the Nazarenes uſe. 


ee : 
in the Midſt of the Nazarenes and Ebionites, tho 


ignorant in the Hebrew, could eaſily inform him- 


ſelf of their Sentiments, concerning the Title and 


Author of their Goſpel. Nor does it appear from 
his Writings, that Party-Zeal for the ga | 


Church, would, as the Defender ſuggeſts, keep 
him from reporting any Good he knew of the 
Fewiſh Converts; but rather the contrary: wit- 


_ neſs what he ſays, J. 4. c. 3. of his Eccleſiaſtical 


Hiſtory, concerning the Few:/h Chriſtians of Fe- 


ruſalem, and of their Deſcendants to the Days of 


Adrian, and of their Fifteen Biſhops, ſucceſſively 
choſen out of the Circumciſion, that they received 


the Knowledge of Chriſt yvyoivg, i. e. purely or 


genuinely, Our Author further inſiſts upon it, 
that Jerom and Epiphanius are of more Weight 


« in this Matter, than all the whole Tribe of 
_« ſcribling Fathers beſides. But to take off the 


Weight of Epiphaniuss Judgment, hear his Cha- 

from the learned Dr. Cave's Life of this 
Father, p. 445; which is, that of too much Cre- 
dulity, and taking his Accounts of Things upon 


Truſt. Beſides, it has been already ſhewn, . 


113 of Reply) from Epiphanius's own Words, that 


he had little or no Knowledge of the Nazarene 


Goſpel: And that Ferom * once reckons the Na- 
zarene Goſpel, tho' ſpeaking of it under another 
Name +, among the Apocryphal Goſpels, that 


were the Beginnings of Herefies, and were written 
by Perſons, ho had neither the Spirit nor the 


* Pref. in Comm. ad Matihæum. 
+ Note. The Goſpel of the Twelve Apoſtles, which elfewhere, in 
the Third Book of his Dialogues againſt the Pe/agians, he fays, is that 
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Grace of God. We may therefore be aſſured, chat 


when Ferom, at other times, called the Nazarene 


 Goipel the Authenticum Matthei, he did not ſpeak 


his own real Sentiments, ſo much as the Language 
of his Time. And hete; is it not a Demonſtra- 
tion of the Defenders extreme Obſtinacy and Par- 
traiity, to let theſe Allegations remain unconfuted 
and even unconſidered, and yet to go on boaſting 

o“ the Teſtimony of Ferom and Epiphanius? If 
this be not acling againſt Convittion, ſure it is ad- 
ing again common Senſe. But the Want of Hi- 


ſtory and Tradition in the Caſe before us, it ſeems, : 


is not to be regarded: © For will any one believe 


( ſays he, p. 57.) ſo learned and orthodox a Di- 


« vine as Yerom was, would have taken the Pains 


« to tranſlate the Goſpel, which he had of the 


« Pereans, into Two the moſt known Langua- 


« ges, in order to propagate it through all Na- 
« tions, if he had not been firſt convinced the 
« ſame was of ſacred Authority, whenceſoever 
« that Conviction of his might ariſe.” Fur— 
ther, to magnify his favourite Goſpel, our Au- 
thor adds this Note upon the Word Beræans. 
« Theſe were the Deſcendants of thoſe noble 


« Chriſtians (Acts xvii. 11.) who were fo highly 


c 


Lay 


extolled for ſearching the Scriptures, and en- 


0 quiring into the Truth of Things; and there- 


« fore, it is not at all probable, that thoſe who 


C 


Lal 


Care to prevent Impoſture, that they them- 
« ſelves ſhould be ſeduced by it.” Now, as to St. 
eron's being convinced of the ſacred Authority 


, the Nazarene Goſpel, the Character he gives 


of it, as above-related, abſolutely forbids us to 


believe 


had the beſt Means, and took the moſt effectual 
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( 59 ) 
believe one Syllable of the matter, even tho 
St. Ferom had tranſlated that Goſpel into 200, in- 
ſtead of 2 Languages. Bur for the Note indeed 
and the Scriptural Authority for the Goodneſs of 
thoſe Beræans, from whom St. Ferom received 
his Hebrew of St. Matthew, they ſound high. 
Their Anceſtors it ſeems, from whom thoſe Be- 
r@1ms received the Authenticum Matthei were 
renowned in ſacred Story for Care, and Inquifi- 
tiveneſs and therefore would not be deceived by 
a ſuppoſititious Goſpel under the Name of St. 
Matthew. But what Pity it is, our Author, who 
here builds ſo much on the Care and Inquiſi- 


tiveneſs of others, ſhould, on this Occaſion, diſ- 


cover the Want of both in himſelf, by commiting 
an egregious Blunder, againſt which, an ordinary 
Share of Attention and Knowledge would have 
ſecured him. For Jerom, as he himſelf (Catal. 
ſub nom. Mattheus) aſſures us, received his Copy 
from the Nazarenes who lived in Beræd, urbe 
Syrie, in Berea, a City of Syria, a Country, as 
every one knows, of Mia: Whereas the Beræans 
ſo highly extoll' d Ads 17.11. dwelt in a City of 
that Name in Macedony, in Europe: And yet this 
very Ignoramus but a Page before had been tax- 
ing the entire primitive Church of the Gentiles 
with Negligence and Ignorance, and palliates all 
his Blaſphemies againſt the inſpired Writings, un- 
der the Pretence of Cliſe and ſrict Enquiries 
into the Canonical Merits of the received Goſ- 
els. 
4 In a Note at the Bottom of p. 58. we are told 
as follows, © That Epiphanius had Tradition, is 
9 evident, when he tells us (Her. zo.) that this 
% ſame_ 


„ 
«< fame Hebrew Goſpel was before his Time found 
in a Cell of Tiberias, actually inſcrib'd to St. 
« Matthew.” But Epiphanius really ſays no ſuch 
Thing. His Words are theſe. They (the E- 
« bþonites) receive the Goſpel according to St. 
« Matthew. —— But they call it the Goſpel ac- 
« cording to the Hebrews: As, to ſay the Truth, 
« Matthew alone of all the New Teſtament Wri- 
« ters, publiſhed in the Hebrew Language and 
« Character. Some again have ſaid, that John's 
« Goſpel, tranſlated from Greek into Hebrew, is 
„ found in the Jewiſh Archives, I mean thoſe at 
« Tb ria, where they lye among the Apocry- 
« phal Books. Epiphanius (Her. 3o.) ſpeaks 
again to the ſame Effect. He found no Mo- 
ee ney in the Treaſury, but Books more valuable 
« than Money, reading among thoſe, as I ſaid 
before, the Goſpel according to St. John, tranſ- 
s lated from Greek into Hebrew and the Ads of 
« the Apoſtles, s uw anna 2 7D * Mal bh E— 
« C2gi/ov Quray, Moreover allo the Goſpel ac- 
& cording to St. Matthew, an Hebrew Plant. 
And now I appeal to the Reader, whether either 
of theſe Paſſages will juſtify what our Author 
ſays of an Hebrew Goſpel actually inſcrib d to St. 
Matthew. . 
Il ſee no more pretended Tradition for the Ge- 
nuineneſs cf the Nazarene Goſpel, but the old 
Story of the Vindicator's Conceſſion from Jrenæus 
(p. 60 of 2 Def.) that the Ebionites ufed the 
pure Goſpel of St. Matthew: All which had been 
fully anſwer'd p. 109, 1 10. of the Reply. 
Now let us enquire what the Defender has to 
object to the Tradition againſt the Nazarene or 


Ebi- 


vis 


Ebionite Goſpel, being the authentick Hebrew of 
St. Matthew. He ſays then, p. 61 of 2* Defence, 


* that Clemens and Euſebius not underſtanding 
« the Hebrew Language; could not poſſibly be 
correct in their Judgment concerning that Goſ- 
<« pel.” But this is impertinent. For we do 
not appeal to thoſe Writers, as Criticks, but as 
Traditors of the Churches Opinion in their re- 


ſpective Times, concerning the ſaid Goſpel ac- 


cording to the Hebrews. And yet after all, I ſee 


no Reaſon, why even their 7udgment may not be 
allowed of about a Goſpel, which tho' written in 


Hebrew, which they did not underſtand, was read 
by them in a Greek Tranſlation, which they did 


underſtand. But he proceeds with a Complaint 
againſt the Vindicator, for grievouſly impoſing 
© upon his Reader, when he ſays they, z. e. Cie- 


« mens . and Euſebius quote the Go- 
« ſpel according to the Hebrews, as Apocryphal: 


« For tis certain, adds he, neither of them men- 


tion it as fuch.” Nor does the Vindicator ſay 


they do: But only that they quote it as ſuch, i. e. 
they quote it, as they do other Books not recei- 


ved by the Church, or, they do not quote and 
mention it as they do Canonical Goſpels. And 
whether in ſaying this, which is all he ſaid and 


meant, the Vindicator impoſed on the Reader, 


will appear upon a View of the Particulars, 
Clemens introduces his Citation thus, (Strom. J. 1. 
p. 380.) And as it is written in the Goſpel accords 
ing to the Hebrews, Whereas, when he cites 


from St. Matthew, he either cites him by Name 


or cires from the Golpel at large. Uſing there- 


fore a different Method, when he cites from the 


Hebrew 
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24, 
Hebrew Goſpel, from what he does, when he cites 
from St. Matthew, and plainly the ſame, as when 
he cites from another Goſpel * declared by him 
to be apocryphal, viz. that according to the E- 
gyptians; he plainly cites the Goſpel according 
to the Hebrews, as apocryphal. Next for Euſebius, 
he (H. E. l. 3. c. 23.) firſt leaves it out of the 
Liſt of Canonical Books: and then reckons it a- 
mong the ra vba, that is plainly apocryphal, in 
our common Acceptation of that Word. The 
Vindicator therefore did not impoſe upon the Rea- 
der, (a Fault which from the Bottom of his Soul 
he abhors) when he ſays, that Clemens Alexan- 
drinus and Euſebius cite from the Hebrew Goſpel, 
as epocryphal. The Defender affirms likewiſe, 
« that Origen mentions that Goſpel but once in 
« his Greek, in which he is far from citing it as 
« apocryphal. But he ſhews his Prudence, if 
not his Honeſty, in not producing the Introduction 
to this Paſſage, which is this, (and which with 
our Author's leave occurs twice in Origen's Greek 
Works, viz. Hom. 15. in Jerem. p. 148. & Tom. 
2. Com. in Joan. p. 58.) If any one will admit 
the Goſpel according to the Hebrews, &c, But 
does Origen uſe ſuch a diſident Introduction 
when he cites a Book univerſally allowed to be 
Canonical? And is not this his conſtant Way of 
citing Books, that are confeſſedly apocryphal? The 
Defender therefore firſt injuriouſly charges his 
Adverſary with impoſing upon the Reader and 
then immediately commits that Fault himſelf. 


* Clemens Alex. Strom. I. 3. p. 339. 


Laſtly, 
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Laſtly, to the internal Evidence that the E- 


bionite Goſpel was not the Hebrew of St. Mat- 


thew, offered in the Vindication and Reply: As 
that it ſpeaks in the Name of no ingle Perſon, but 


of the tuelve Apoſtles jointly; that by a mon- 


ſtrous Blunder, it makes Chriſt to have been bap- 


_ tized in the Days of Herod, King of Fudea, who 


had then been dead fix or ſeven and twenty 
Years ; laſtly, that, as far as the Fragments go, 


it is generally borrowed from St. Luke and once 


even from the Greek of St. Matthew. I fay to 


all this we have no Anſwer at all. Our Author 


only puts us off to Pere Simon's Critical Hiſto- 


ry, who ſtrenuouſly vouches for the Defender's 


Point; which to the Shame of Freethinking and 
its common Pretences, is oppoſing Authority and 
mere Deciſion to plain and contrary Facts. For 
if the internal Evidence above mentioned be 
true, Simon, tho he had been ever ſo great and 
learned, muſt have been in the Wrong, when 
he ſends us to the Nazarenes for the Original of 
St. Matthew's Goſpel. 

I had like to have forgot, that our Author, to 
ſtrengthen the Evidence given to his Nazarene 


Goſpel by Ferom and Epiphanius, ſays p. 57, 


e that they witneſſed againſt one of the Churches 
« Goſpels, meaning St. Matthew's Greek, tho 


0 


e in all other Reſpects, they were entirely con- 


* 


form to, the Churches Tradition and ever moſt 


« forward to declare againſt apocryphal Books; 


* nothing, adds he, but the Force of Truth 


« could have extracted this Confeſſion. But 
where, after all, is any ſuch Confeſſion to be 
found? We own that Jerom, according to his 

known 


0 74 eee 
nownCuſtom of delivering currentOpinions as his 
„calls the Nazarene Goſpel, the Hebrew of 
8. \7atthew and the Goſpel according to Matthew 
d very many think. But we know, that he com- 
memed on the Greek of St. Matthew, and not , 
on the Nazarene Goſpel, which ſhewed that the 
former only, in bis Judgment, was Canonical. 
We know alſo, that in his Proemium to that 
Commentary, he reckons the Goſpel of the 12 
Apoſiles (which, by his own Confeſſion, was but 
another Name The the Nazarene Goſpel, in the 
fame Claſs with that according to the Egyptians, 
thoſe according to Thomas, to Matthias, to Bar- 
tholemew and that of Bay lides, of all which, in- 
cluding that of the Apoſtles, he ſays, they were 
diverſarum Hereſeon principia, the Beginnings of 
divers Herejies and of the Authors of them all, 
that they were without the Spirit and Grace of 
God. After which, he oppoſes to theſe the 
Churches four Goſpels. A ſtrange Way this of 
wirneſſing againſt One of choſe Goſpels! Epipha- 
nius, likewiſe, tis confeſſed, called Ne Nazarene 
Goipe), the Goſpel according to St. Matthew, 
written in Hebrew and moſt perfect. To which 
he immediately adds, % J don't know whether 
they have not taken away the Genealogies from 
Abraham % Chriff, From which it appears, 
that the Standard of Perfection in this Caſe, 
with Epiphanius, was St. Matthew's Greek, in 
which theſe Genealogies were found and with- 
out which, he would not account the Hebrew 
Goſpel perfect. In Reality therefore, Epipha- 
nius, far from witnefling againſt the Churches 


Goſpel of St. Matt bew, gives the higheſt Teſti- 
mony 


(35) 


mom for it. Beſides, this Writer declares of the 


Ebionite Goſpel, which Ferom, who had ſeen and 
tranſlated it, vouches for, as the fame with the 
Nazarene, that it was not the Goſpel of St. Mat. 
thew, moſt perfect, but had been adulterated and 
mutilated. Let the Defender therefore, firſt re- 
concile Jerom and Epiphanius to themſelves and 
to each other, and then he may freely make his 
beſt of them: but whilſt he leaves them, as he 
now does, under the Charge of Self- Contradi- 
Cion, they are of ho Uſe to him; and his favou- 
rite Goſpel will not have a fingle Evidence to 
ſpeak for it, as St. Matthew's. - 
After what has been faid, tis needleſs to remark, 
upon the dolorous Hiſtory of theLoſsof this authen- 
tick Copy of the Apo/tle's Autograph (as our Au- 


thor calls it, p. 62.) in the Fifth Century, and 


the tragical Outcries he raiſes thereupon, againſt 
the Clergy of that Age. They ſaw it, ſays he, 
« þ.63,rude as it came from the illiterate Apoſtle's 
« Hand, and they were aſham'd to own it.“ And 
well they might, conſideriug the Account above 
given of it: that it never was aſcrib'd to St. Mat- 
bew, till late in the preceding Century; that the 
Book it ſelf diſcovered the Fal ſhood of all ſuch 
Pretenſions; that it ſets out with an unpardona- 
ble Chronological Error, and is in reality a wretched 
Narrative, patched up out of the Church's Go- 
ſpels, with the Addition of ſeveral Apocryphal 
Tales. Surely therefote, if the Clergy of the 
Fifch Century had not been aſhamed to own ſuch 
a Piece, for St. Matthew's, all ſucceeding Ages 
would have had juſt Reaſon to be aſhamed of 


them. 
L 2 | And 


7 


And here I ſhould have taken my Leave of Fa * 
Reader, if the Defender had not told me, I. hall 
never provoke him to diſpute any furtber with Me on 
this Head. But, ſince we are likely to have no 
no more Dealings, it is neceſſary we ſhould have 


a Reckoning. 


Looking therefore into the Account, I find, 


that beſides a ſmall Bill ſent in to the Defender, 


at the End of the Reply, conſiſting of Fifteen 


Falſhoods, &c. charged on the Inquiry, which 
were neither retracted nor excuſed in the F:r/t 


 Defence-; 1 fay, beſides this, the Vindicator makes 


a further Demand: The Particulars whereof are 
as follows. | 


4 ſecond Lift of Falſhoods and palpable Miſre- 
preſentations, objected to the Diſſertator, in 


the Supplement / the Vindication; and to the. 
Defender, in the Reply; and which have nei- 


ther been confeſſed nor denied, much le efs 4 i bro- 
ved, in the Second Defence. | 


1. The Diſertator affirms, that innumerable 


forged Goſpels, Epiſtles, &c. were publiſhed in 
the Names and under the Authority of Jeſus and 


his Apoſtles, as ſoon as they were all dead. Diſ- 
proved, Supplement, p. 5, &c. 


2. That ſome of theſe were as early in Time, 


as any of the Writings in our preſent Canon. 
Shewn to be falſe, Suppl. p. , 10, Sc. 


3. That they were received promiſcuouſly, and. 


held in equal Credit and Veneration. The con- 


trary to this proved, Suppl. p. 15, 16. Item p. 


20, Sc. 
4. The 


(>) 


4. The Diſertator, (Suppl. p. 49,) is charged | 


with miſrepreſenting Euſebius. 

5. Alſo, with falſely affirming, that Euſebius 
could have no Intelligence as to the Time when 
St. Matthew's Goſpel was written, bur from Ire- 
nus. See Suppl. p. 

6. And that 22 in his Chronicon, is 271 
ly filent concerning this Matter. Suppl. p. 5 
F. The Diiſſertator miſrepreſents Bhiſcepiun. As 
is ſhewn, Suppl. p. 55, 56. 

8. Falſely tells us, that Frederick Spanheim rai- 
ſed near 100 Doubts concerning the Authority of 
St. Matthew's Goſ el. See Suppl. p 57, 58. 

9. And, that his Solution of theſe Doubts gave 
little Satisfaction either to himſelf or Others, 

10. The Defender, p. 6, fays. The Biſhop de- 
clares in ſ many Words, that his Deſign was to 
defend the Canon of the New Teftament againſt 
Infidels: Whereas the Biſhop uſed not theſe Words, 
nor any Words like them. See Reply, p. 3 

11. P. 7. That the Vindicator, by his Petros 
Direction, gives up, &c. Reply, p. 5. denies all 
Directions to any ſuch Purpoſe. 

12. The Defender, p. 7, tells us, tis very well 
known, under whoſe Inſtruction the Vindicator 
wrote, This is denied, Reply, P. 4, 5; and yet, 
without any Proof, is repeated, 3 

13. P. g. Many learned Moderns have choughe, 
ſays the Defender, that Mark and Luke were not 
the Followers of the Apoſtles Peter and Paul. 
This is ſhewn to be falſe, Reply, p. 7. 

14. P. 10. He makes an Argument for ho 
Biſhop and the Vindicator, and ſets it down with 
the Formality of a Citation. See Reply, P. II. 

| IF _ 
, 8 
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_ $63; ih The Defender affirms there is ſcarce 
a profane Hiſtory, but what has ſuffered by Chri- 


ſtian Prieſts: which he is challenged to prove, 
Reply, P. 17. 


16. As alſo what he farther fays. Lid. that 


the Scriptures themſelves have not eſcaped Chri- 
tian Prieſts. 

17. F. 13. He. falſely taxes the Biſbop with ha- 
ving intimated, that the forged Ads of Pilate, 
now extant, were authentick, See Reply, p. 20. 


18. P. 13. Tuſtin Martyr, he ſays, appealed 


to theſe Alls, for the Truth go the Chriſtian Reli- 
gion. Diſproved, Reply, p. 2 


19. Lid. As yo Trillian. The contrary i 


ſhewn, Reply, p. 2 
20. The Defender aſſerts, that Tuſtin Martyr” 5 


and Tertullian's Apologies were indited by Here- 


ticks and Apoſtates, Defence, p. * This is diſ- 
proved, Reply, p. 21, 22. 


21. P. 15. He averrs, that our firſt Evidence, : 
for aſcertaining any Author of the New 7. tamen 
Books, is Irenaus. The eee Falſhood 


whereof is ſhewn, Reply, p. 2 

22. F. 15. N Simon dall miſrepreſented, 
See Reply, p. 30, 3 
„ The Defender ſays of the 20 Epi- 


ſtle of Clemens Romanus, that it is replete with 


Hereſy: which is utterly denied, Reply, p. 39. 


24. P. 19. He miſquotes the preſent Archbi- 
ſhop of Canterbury, with relation to Victor Cabu- | 


anus. See Reply, p. 39. 


-74 P. 2 5, 26. Part of the V. indicator's Words 


are fraudulently left out: as is made appear, Re- 


fly, P. 47. 


26. P. 


2 
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| 6; P. 26. Mr. Tones 1s miſrepreſented. Re. 
2 p. 47 48, ſhews how. 

27. P. 36. The V indicator is falſely taxed with 


denying Irenaus to have been Papras's Scholar. 
See Reply, p. 5 


28. P. 36. 5 he Defender denies, that there is 


any Pretence in all Antiquity for making Jrenæus 


the Scholar of Polycarp, and particularly in e- 
rom. Reply, p. 52, produces Ferom's expreſs 


Words for that Fact. 


29. P. 30. He is poſitive, that Papiſi regard 
Oral Tradition, no more than Proteſtants do. 
Reply, p. 56, 57, proves the contrary. 

30. P. 38, Speaks of a Combuſtion among the 


firſt Chriſtians, about the true Author of St. Mat- 
_ thew's Goſpel: Utterly without Authority, Rep. 
. 72. 


. 39. The Defender arbitrarily calls 


Barnabas, one of the Vindicator's /acred Wri- 


ters. See Rep. p. 76, 70. 
32. P. 40. He aſſerts of Ruſebius's Relation 


concerning St. Matthew's having compoſed his 


Goſpel immediatey for the Uſe of the Jes, 


that it was founded on Oral Tradition. Reply, 
> 78, 79, ſhews the contrary. 


33. P. 40. He affirms, that Euſebius was with- 


cut Learning. For which F alſhood, Reply cen- 


{ures him, p. 79. 

34. P. 40 He makes Euſebius's Tradition a- 
bove- mentioned, to have been of more than 300 
Years ſtanding. Diſproved herein, Reply, p. 80. 

35. P. 43. The Defender ſays of the Citations 


in the New Teſtament, that they ſcarce ever agree 


with the Old. See Rep P. 88. 


36. 
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] 306. P. 43. That all Chronological Divines al- 
| low St. Matthew, as now read, to be guilty of a 
| notorious Anachroniſm: Which is utterly falſe. 
|. ' See Reply, p. 89,90. 
= 37. P. 54. He makes Yerom aſſert, what he 
| no where aſſerts, that the Nazarene Goſpel was 
bk St. prong s, moſt entire; as . from Re- 
| PYy, P. 1 
38. And P. 32, to treat of the Nazarenes and 
E Ehnonites, ac being deſcended from the primitive 
| Chriſtians of Jeruſalem: Tho' Reply, P. 113, de- 
þ# nies, that he any where treats concerning the De- 
| ſcent of either of thoſe Sects. 
9. P. 62. The Defender falſely repreſents Dr. 
Mills ra of the Goſpel Canon, See this made 
out, Reply, p. 142. 
40. P. 64. He ſtops ſhort in repreſenting the 
Vindicator's Words, and thence takes a Handle to 
$ miſrepreſent his nh. le This is ſhewn, Re- 6 
Ply, P. 151. 2 
| 41. P.66. He tells us the 4-97 were fo ates. 
| for that they from the Beginning denied the Pla- 
tonick Logos, This is = ga to be both ſalſe and 
abſurd, Reply, p. 15 4 
42. P.66 Horofanius he ſays, all along ſpeaks 
of theſe Alogi, as the antient Unitarians of the 
Gentiles. Reply, P. 154, proves this to be his own 
mere Invention. 
43. P. 66. The De eſender calls Cerinthus, a Na- 
zarene. Reply, p. 157, evinces the contrary. 
44. P. 66. Ie ſays (againſt St. Terom's expreſs 1 
Teſtimony, cited Reply, p. 157.) that the Naza- 
renes believed Jeſus to be a mere Man, born of 
Jaſcpb and Mary. 
The 


. 
g 
b 
| 
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356. P. 66. He makes Cerinthus, by Chrift, to 
mean that divine Power, by which God made 


the World, Whereas, Reply, p. 157, proves that, 
according to Cerinthus, God the Father did not 
make the World at all, mediately or immedi- 


: ately. | 

The Sum total then of Falſhoods, &c. taking 
| thoſe that were mentioned at the End of the Re- 
8 phy, is 60. | | - | T4 | | 
Moore perhaps of this Kind might be gleaned 


out of the D:ſſertation and Firſt Defence; for 

which our Author has given no Satisfaction, ei- 

3 ther by Confeſſion or Apology. To ſay nothing of 

4 the many zew Frauds and Falſhoods, that have 
been detected in the Piece now before us. But 

© | thoſe already ſpecified may ſerve to abate the De- 

oO | Fender's Inſolence, in the concluding Pages of his 


'- | laſt Book, and to convince the World, that he 
I has not given us his true Reaſon for dropping the 
, Controverſy, when he reſolves to toi! no more a- 


F- gainſt endleſs Fallacies and Evaſions, For it now 

d appears, that after all his Gaſconades, the Man 

| ſhuts up through mere Inſolvency. He found, 

7 that his Falſhoods were 700 many to be pardoned, | 

IC and foo evident to be defended, He perceived, | 

n that he had to do with an Adverſary, determin'd, þ 
on every proper Occaſion, to preſent him and the | 

z- | Publick, with a Regifter of his Iniquities. He =Y 

| thought it therefore high Time to withdraw, after | 


's | ſome Compliments to himſelf, upon the Execu- 
2— tion he had done on our Firſt Goſpel, and like- 
of wiſe, on the Plainneſs and Gravity, wherewith 


he has behaved in the preſent Controverſy. To 
he A | — which 
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tim: from adding, "Honeſty and Veractty; Rein 
they are all aliłe eanſpicuous. eh 
And now to conclude} If the Defender: has re- 
ally ſo much Phlegm, as not to be provok d by 
what has been ſaid, to diſpute farther on = 
Head, he will however have this Apolo 
make for his Condu&t, that next to begging his 
Reader's Pardon, for having in ſo many Inſtances 
willfully impoſed on him, the beſt e will - 
be, to offend in that Kind no more. | 
But, if he finds himſelf unable 60. hold his _—_ 
Sun en if Indignation againſt his Adverſary, 6 
Malice to our Firſt Goſpel, ſhall prompt hien, 
te Near hence, to:praftiſe more Frauds, and di- 
vulge more Fal ſhoods, the Vindicator , if alive 
and in Health, will,” as in Tine 1 85 Kill be at 
his Service. UL! 


ADDENDA. 


0 Page 22, "Zima 29. The Friendh of Reve- 
lation are far from meaning, that the Goſpel 
X Hiſtory. has 7 better Bottom to ſtand up- 
on. * other antient Hiſtory. For all the Evan- 
geliſts were ready to ſeal the Truth of their Memoirs 
with their Blood, and ſome of them gave that high- 
eſt of Teſtimonies to their Goſpels, which cannot be 
| ſaid of any other antient Hiſtory. Beſides this, the 
1 wonderful Propagation of - the Chriſtian Truths, con- 
VB tained in, the Golpels,; gives us an Evidence for their 
Tin Truth, which cannot be brought for other antient 
= Hiſtories: none : of which ever produced fuch migh- 
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ty Effects and Alterations in the World. Once more, 
no one Profane Hiſtory has been fo largely quoted 


by Writers of every Age, ſince its firſt Publication, 


as the Goſpels have. So that, being more ſecure by 
theſe means, of their faithful Tranſmiſſion, than we 


are, with Regard to any other antient Hiſtory, we 
have ſtronger Motives to believe the Goſpels, than 
we have to believe any antient Hiſtory whatever. 


When therefore we ſay, that the Truth of the Goſ- 


pel Hiſtory ſtands on the ſame Bottom with that of 
other antient Hiftory, we do not deny that it has a 
helter Bottom: only we put the Caſe at the loweſt. 

id. The Defender p. 27. is pleaſed to ſay, that 
ſome think, whatever has any Relation to Religion 
is more particularly liable to ſuſpicion: and in a Note 
gives us Lord Bacon's Words ( Nov. Org. l. 2. Aph. 29.) 


to the fame Effect, viz. Maxim? habenda ſunt pro 


ſulſpectis, que quomearcunque dependent d Religione. — 


Doubtleſs our Author intended we ſhould take this 


Maxim of Lord Bacon, as a Rule laid down by him 


for judging of hiſtorical Facts in general. Indeed, if 


the Words are otherwiſe taken, they are foreign to 
the Point under Conſideration. But really in the 
Paſſage it ſelf they relate and are confined ſolely to a 
particular Caſe, a Natural Hiſtory of monſtrous Births. 
In compiling of which, out of antient Hiſtories, that 
Author recommends great Caution, ſaying, Maxim? 
autem habenda ſunt pro ſilſpectis que pendent quomodo— 
cunque d rengione ut prodigia Livii, But thoſe Re- 


lations (i. e. of monſtrous Births), are chiefly to be fit 


pected, which any way depend upon Religion: For In- 
ſtance, the Prodigies of Livy. This learned therefore 


and noble Writer's Words, uſed on a particular Oc- 


caſion, and that quite remote from the Facts of the 
Goſpel, are moſt ſhamefully miſapplied thereto by 


the Defender, The Lord Bacon was religious as well 


as learned, and never ſpeaks of the New Leſtament 
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Miracles, but with Belief and Reverence. See par- 
ticularly Vol. I. p. 12 1. and Vol. II. p. 3 96, 397. 
Page 23, Line 13, When I ſay that all credible 
Facts are egually credible, I would be underſtood of 
Facts conſidered in themſelves only and apart from 
all external Evidence And in this Senſe, I ſee no 
Room for Degrees of Credibility or Incredibility, any 
more than for Degrees of Abſurdity, Contradiction 
or Impoſſibility. In common Language indeed we 
are apt to call things more or leſs abſurd, c. but 
I pretume, at ſuch Times, no more is meant, than 
1 that the Abſurdity or Contradiction is more or leſa 
F apparent, 3 1 
1 Page 51, Line 22. TI juſt now find that Dr, Whitby, 
J in the End of his Prefatory Diſcourſe to the Four 
I _ Gofpels, concurrs with the Vindicator in thinking it 
very reaſonable to conceive, that St, Matthew left 
the Goſpel written in Greet among the Gentiles, as he 
had before left one in Hebrew among the Jews. 
The Deſender, p. 55, withes the Vindicator had gi- 
den dg gw of che learned Men, who, beſides 
Dr. AMlangey, queſtion what our Author calls a Scrip- 
tura! Truth, on the Strength of Adts 24. f. and 14. 
Viz. that the firſt 7eπ J Converts aſſumed to them- 
ſelves the Name of Nazarenes. But he may pleaſe to 
know, that the Vindicator named two ſuch, i. e. Gro- 
tius and Hammond, Rep. p. 113, where he ſhews their 
joint Opinion to have been, that by Nazarenes, As 
24. 5, Tertullus meant Chriſtians at large and not 
Jewiſo Believers eſpecially: which Interpretation of 
theirs, renders, what our Author calls a Scripture 
Truth, more than queſtionable, even plainly falſe, 
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